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FOREWORD 


Major Urwick and Dr. Metcalf have rendered a conspicu¬ 
ous service by editing this collection of Mary Follett’s 
lectures on business management. They contain teaching 
which was of importance when the lectures were delivered, 
and which many people felt should be preserved in a collated 
form and given a wider public. The circumstances of to-day 
have increased that importance. Many people are being 
called upon to fill new administrative posts, and these 
lectures teach the principles which should underly all 
administrative method. 

As the Editors point out in their Introduction, Mary 
Follett devoted a lifetime to searching for the true principles 
of organization which would ensure a stable foundation for 
the steady, ordered progress of human well-being. That her 
search was not in vain will be evident to all who read the 
lectures. Her teaching is not theoretical, but is based on a 
close study of the practice of a large number of business 
undertakings. She chose this field of enquiry to supplement 
her work on local and national government because she 
realized that the principles which should determine organ¬ 
ization are identical, no matter what the purpose which 
that organization is designed to serve. As she said in one of 
her lectures, “I am studying business management because 
it is among business men, not all, but a few, that I find the 
greatest vitality of thinking to-day, and I like to do my 
thinking where it is most alive.” 

I have often listened to Mary Follett’s lectures, and I 
enjoyed her friendship for many years. As one who, as a 
business administrator and in other spheres, has tried to act 
on the principles she enunciates, I can say with confidence 
that there is not a single administrator who, if he has an 
open mind (and all others are hopeless!), would not benefit 
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by reading this collection of her papers. They are not 
abstruse, nor overloaded and difficult to read; on the 
contrary, they are simple, straightforward and easily under¬ 
standable. Yet the teaching they contain is so profound as 
to merit study by even the most successful of practical 
administrators. 

The Editors have very wisely provided an introductory 
chapter in which Mary Follett’s work is outlined against the 
background of her active life. The principles which she 
outlined are fundamental to all human progress. They 
should be widely known and acted upon, particularly at 
the present time, when good organization is a matter of 
supreme importance to national survival. They will be found 
more necessary when the war is over and humanity is faced 
with the almost superhuman task of fashioning a new and 
better world. 

It is with every confidence that I commend this book not 
only to every administrator in England and in the United 
States, whether great or small, whether in business or in 
Government, but also to those whose duty it is to select 
and train men who will hold responsible positions in the 
future governance of society. 

High Wycombe. ®- 0WNTREE * 

Decmber, 1940. 
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This volume pays tribute to a political and business phil¬ 
osopher of the first rank, Mary Parker Follett—a truly 
creative, intensely vital mind, which found its way to the 
fundamental problems first of the community and State, 
and later of industrial organization and administration, 
through a keen insight into human nature and tireless 
devotion to the task of arriving at a practical application of 
the social sciences in government and in industry. 

Miss Follett was not a “business woman,” in the sense of 
having actually managed any sort of business. But her lucid 
and illuminating ideas about organization were of priceless 
interest and value to the many industrial leaders and 
students of human relations problems, organization and 
politics with whom she came in contact. Her conceptions 
were in advance of her time. They are still in advance of 
current thinking. But they are a gold-mine of suggestion for 
anyone who is interested in the problems of establishing 
and maintaining human co-operation in the conduct of an 
enterprise. They have the added advantage of being pre¬ 
sented with remarkable simplicity and clarity. 

Briefly stated, the Follett philosophy is that any enduring 
society, any continuously productive industrial organization, 
must be grounded upon a recognition of the motivating 
desires of the individual and of the group. Consistently, 
Miss Follett sought to force home a realization of the fact 
that the democratic way of life, implemented by intelligent 
organization and administration of government and of 
industry, is to work toward an honest integration of all 
points of view, to the end that every individuality may be 
mobilized and made to count both as a person and as an 
effective part of his group and of society as a whole. 

Before she died, Miss Follett felt that she had at last 
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arrived at some definite principles underlying human 
organization, and present wherever good organization is 
found. In the final paper in this volume she endeavoured 
to summarize these principles. But they are best studied in 
the light of the prolonged intellectual exploration which led 
up to them, as revealed in the earlier papers. 


Born in Boston in 1868, Mary Follett was much influenced 
in her early school days by one of the mistresses at the 
Thayer Academy. This teacher and friend impressed upon 
her the significance of scientific methods of study and 
awakened an interest in philosophy. From her, too, Mary 
must have derived immense intellectual stimulation, as well 
as a leaning towards simplicity of life. 

She continued her studies at Radcliffe College (then 
known as “The Annexe”). Her work there and her later 
accomplishments gave her a place among the College’s fifty 
most distinguished graduates, memorialized in the Radcliffe 
Quarterly for April, 1934. “Mary Parker Follett, An Appre¬ 
ciation” was written by Professor Richard Cabot of Harvard 
University, who was one of the group of intimate friends in 
Cambridge, Mass., with whom she associated most closely. 
His “Appreciation” began: 

“One of the most distinguished of Radcliffe’s graduates ended 
in December, 1933, a life unique in the quality of its service to 
the community. 

"Her graduation with the class of 1898, stimma cum laude, 
followed a course devoted to economics, government and 
philosophy, and led up to graduate study in Paris. . . .” 

Her six years at Radcliffe were broken by one year at 
Newnham (Cambridge, England), 1890-1, where she read 
history, law and political science, laid the foundations of 
her interests in English life, customs and conditions, and 
formed the first of many deep and lasting friendships which 
proved to be the backbone of her close bond with English 
life. It is recorded that Newnham exercised considerable 
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influence on her, and she returned to America no longer an 
inexperienced girl, but a developed and assured woman. It 
is worth adding that her first book The Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, grew out of a paper read to the Newnham 
Historical Society. 

Mary Follett’s outstanding characteristic was a facility 
for winning the confidence and esteem of those with whom 
she came in contact; she established a deeply-rooted under¬ 
standing and friendship with a wide circle of eminent men 
and women on both sides of the Atlantic. The root of this 
social gift was her vivid interest in life. Every individual’s 
experience, his relations with others and with the social 
groups—large or small—of which he was a part, were the 
food for her thought. She listened with alert and kindly 
attention; she discussed problems in a temper which drew 
the best out of the individual with whom she was talking. 
The strength of the personal associations she thus built up 
was remarkable. For thirty years she shared a home with her 
friend, Miss Isobel L. Briggs, in Boston. For more than five 
years after Miss Briggs’ death, she lived in Chelsea (London) 
with Dame Katherine Furze. 

As the years passed, Miss Follett began gradually to 
translate the knowledge she had acquired throughout her 
earlier life into valuable service to the community. She 
began her public work in 1900 with the formation of the 
Roxbury Debating Club in the Roxbury Neighbourhood 
House of Boston, which later expanded into the “Highland 
Union” and the “Roxbury League.” This was to be the 
scene of her active work for many years. It was a locality of 
poor families, with boys and girls going early to work in its 
factories and shops and sorely in need of the social, recrea¬ 
tional and educational facilities provided by the Roxbury 
Centres. Here she began to work out in practical form the 
principles which were later to appear in The New State, with 
the local group serving as the basis of a new and more 
realistic conception of democracy. 

As far back as 1900 also, Miss Follett conceived the idea 
of opening up the schoolhouses of Boston after school hours 
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for educational and social activities. By 1909 she was Chair¬ 
man of the School House Sub-Committee of the Women’s 
M uni cipal League of Boston. This League aimed at legisla¬ 
tion which would make the school buildings available for 
evening community activities. The value of such work had 
not to be proved, but only the soundness of the claim for 
public use of the idle buildings. To have to provide special 
buildings for the evening activities seemed, as Mary Follett 
hereelf put it, “bad business management on our part.” In 
1911, the Committee, now renamed “The Committee on 
the Extended Use of School Buildings,” secured the experi¬ 
mental use of one building for the winter. By the following 
winter, the success of the experiment had encouraged 
legislation providing facilities in four schools. This proved 
the foundation of a widespread social movement. For many 
people came to see the Boston School Centres and went 
away inspired to work for the same objectives in their own 
cities. 

In tribute to her work, James T. Mulroy, Director of 
Extended Use of the Public Schools of Boston, writes: 1 

“Miss Follett can be truly called the founder of the Boston 
School Centers—originally termed Evening Centers. . . . 

“From the very beginning of the school center movement in 
this city, Miss Follett served as chairman of the department 
advisory committee; even up to her sudden and unexpected 
death she exerted a guiding hand and influence in maintaining 
the high standards and ideals set by her for the work at its 
inception, and in shaping and formulating the policies of the 
department. Her alert, keen mind, civic consciousness and vision 
made a deep imprint on the social and educational life of 
Boston. The staff and friends of the Boston School Centers 
feel the loss of Miss Follett and will ever revere her memory.” 


Miss Follett’s interest next centred on the possibilities of 
vocational guidance. During a visit to Edinburgh in 1902, 

1 Letter dated September 15th, 1935, in Bureau of Personnel Administration 
hies. 
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she was much impressed by some pioneer vocational guid¬ 
ance work there, and she had long cherished a desire to 
develop guidance activities in connection with evening 
schools. She was about to undertake this work privately 
when, in the autumn of 1912, the directors of the Boston 
School System decided to set up a Placement Bureau in 
connection with certain day schools and the Girls’ Trade 
Union League. Miss Follett readily accepted membership 
on the first Placement Bureau Committee and shared the 
expenses of the five years’ work. It then became an official 
municipal “Department of Vocational Guidance,” in which 
Miss Follett maintained an active interest almost until her 
death. 

The work of the Placement Bureau afforded her an even 
more valuable contact with industry. Under her guidance, 
files of information about working conditions in different 
industries were gradually built up. It was at this time, in 
fact, that her main interest shifted from political and social 
issues to problems of industrial relations. 

Miss Follett’s vital interest in the human problems of 
industry did not, however, detract her attention altogether 
from her study of the wider issues, for she was still at work on 
the interpretation of her studies of society and her experience 
in communal activity. Her first publication was the pamphlet 
on The Speaker of the House of Representatives, (1909), but her 
main work, The New State, did not appear till 1920, to be 
closely followed (1924) by a masterly treatise in a parallel 
field under the title Creative Experience. 

Miss Follett had now reached the front rank of political 
scientists. The Speaker of the House of Representatives had 
carried an Introduction by the well-known Professor Albert 
Bushnell Hart. The New State was reviewed in learned 
journals the world over, and brought her national and 
international recognition. It led to her friendship with Lord 
Haldane, the English statesman and philosopher, and with 
other distinguished philosophers and political scientists. 
The higher the intellectual calibre of the men who came in 
contact with her thought, the more impressed were they by 
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her intellectual originality. Her aim was quite simple: she 
wanted a better ordered society in which the individual 
could live a fuller and more satisfactory life, and she en¬ 
deavoured by her own pioneering to contribute to all the 
social experiments which were being made in an attempt to 
find the real avenue to this fuller life. 

Always a realist, the study of the legal forms and the 
machinery of government only served to bring home the 
more fully to Mary Follett the fact that authority, sover¬ 
eignty, power, and basic concepts of government are, in the 
final analysis, psychological issues. Without going into the 
question of democratic versus autocratic forms, it is clear that 
government—the direction of the many by the few in the 
interest of common order and unified action—must, in the 
long run, rest on consent. It may be a passive consent; it 
may be an acquiescence dictated by fear; but consent must 
be there. The alternative is revolution. And the psychological 
analysis of the nature of that consent and the conditions 
under which it can be made spontaneous and effective were 
Miss Follett’s approach to the problems of government, 
whether of business or of society. 

Her second book, Creative Experience, which is mainly 
psychological in interest and content, marks a definite 
advance both in the crystallization of thought and in style 
and phraseology. Its thesis is the reciprocal character—the 
interpenetration—of all psychological phenomena, from the 
simplest to the most complex: Human relationships—the 
warp and woof of society and of industry—are at their best 
when difference is solved through conference and co-opera¬ 
tion, when the parties at interest (i) evoke each other’s 
latent ideas based upon the facts of the situation, (2) come 
to see each other’s viewpoints and to understand each other 
better, and (3) integrate those viewpoints and become united 
in the pursuit of their common goal. 

Miss Follett makes it clear that there is never in real life, 
as there is in some laboratory experiments, a stimulus 
followed by a reaction as a distinct unit of study. The 
reaction releases further stimuli, and so on, ad infinitum. 
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Life is a continuous process. While a moment may be caught 
in a net of words as though it were unrelated to the past and 
its future, it escapes in the very act. Every human activity 
is inevitably “bound upon the wheel of change.” It is not 
a thin g in itself, but merely a moment in a process. To 
pretend otherwise is merely a convention, a convenience. 
And it is largely because men allow themselves to be blind¬ 
folded by these conventions that they fail so pitifully to 
understand the nature of the social phenomena with which 
they are dealing. 

Creative Experience indicated, further, the trend of her 
ultimate interest. Many of her illustrations, even at this 
stage, were drawn from business situations, which from this 
time on occupied more and more of her time and thought. 
The book brought an immediate response from business 
men, many of whom called upon her to assist them with their 
own problems. “Often,” she is reported to have said, “they 
could only spare time for luncheon, but I never had such 
interesting meals. One of these men gave me in a nutshell 
the threads of a tangle he had with his employees. He 
wanted me to straighten it out. I answered him straight from 
Fichte; he didn’t know that, of course, but I did, and it 
seemed to meet the case.” 2 

A sequel to her work with the Placement Bureau and the 
Vocational Guidance Bureau was membership on the 
Massachusetts Minimum Wage Board, where she (repre¬ 
senting the public) met for years with representatives of the 
employers and of the employees. Furthermore, through her 
books she was brought into close touch with men who were 
responsible for the organization and management of industry, 
so that she learned at first hand their problems and their out¬ 
look. In a gradual transition, involving no abrupt changes 
of viewpoint nor severing of old connections, Mary Follett 
had passed naturally and logically from political science 
and the problems of government to social administration 
and the solution of social problems, and thence smoothly 

2 Quoted by F. M. Stawell in her Memoir in the Newnham College Letter for 
January, 1935. 


*5 



DYNAMIC ADMINISTRATION 


into the realm of industrial organization and administration. 

As Professor Cabot put it in the article quoted above: 

“Her industrial experiences combined with her interests in 
psychology because it was the psychology of business relations 
that interested her. Psychologists and philosophers are swayed 
in our time by the currents of biological opinion. Economics, her 
leading study in college, is of course interwoven both in business 
and in government. Ethics and sociology are aspects of the 
human relations with which in all the other undertakings she 
had been dealing. She saw one principle running through all 
these social sciences, and wondered why they should be so 
parochial, so departmentalized, in their behaviour. ‘I do wish,’ 
she once said, ‘that when a principle has been worked out, say 
in ethics, it didn’t have to be discovered all over again in psycho¬ 
logy, in economics, in government, in business, in biology, and 
in sociology. It’s such a waste of time!' ” 

That viewpoint, together with the idea of reciprocal 
reaction, of continuous process, were among Mary Follett’s 
chief contributions to the study of organization. 


As explained later, it was in the annual conference 
series on Business Management as a Profession , conducted 
in New York for business executives by the Bureau 
of Personnel Administration, that Miss Follett made her 
first public contributions to the art of business administra¬ 
tion. Beginning with the course entitled “Scientific Founda¬ 
tions of Business Administration,” 3 given in the year 1924-5, 
she was a regular Bureau conference leader for four con¬ 
secutive years, with a final paper contributed to the course 
on “Economic and Social Planning,” given in 1931-2. 4 

On visits to England in 1926 and 1928, she spoke at the 
Rowntree Lecture Conferences (Oxford) and at a meeting 
of the National Institute of Industrial Psychology. The 
papers which she read were in the main adaptations of those 

3 Reprinted in this volume as Nos. I, II, III, and IV. 

4 Reprinted in this volume as No. XIV. 
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given in New York. 5 Although she displayed to English 
executives her full understanding of industry and its prob¬ 
lems and her sound analysis of industrial organization, it 
was perhaps characteristic of English scepticism towards 
the scientific approach to management that her teaching 
roused but little enthusiasm outside of a small circle. 

From 1929 to 1933 she lived in England. While she made 
no further public contributions until 1932, during this entire 
period she was studying English industrial conditions, 
chiefly by frequent personal meetings with industrialists 
and business men, by attending group discussions, and by the 
incessant application of her own method of thorough-going 
analysis of the problems she met. She was finding that the 
vital issues and original experiment in new forms of govern¬ 
ment, which were necessary for the establishment and 
maintenance of a truly democratic order, were more wide¬ 
spread in business than in any other form of human activity. 
Her own testimony, from two separate occasions, is worth 
quoting: 4 

1. “Since I have been in England I have been asked several 
times why I am studying business management. I will try to tell 
you. Free to choose between different paths of study, I have 
chosen this for a number of reasons. First of all, it is among 
business men (not all, but a few) that I find the greatest vitality 
of thinking to-day, and I like to do my thinking where it is most 
alive. I said last winter to a Professor of Philosophy: ‘Do you 
realize that you philosophers have got to look to your laurels, 
that business men are doing some very valuable thinking and 
may get ahead of you? 1 And he acknowledged this, which I think 
was a very significant concession. Moreover, I find the thinking 
of business men to-day in line with the deepest and best thinking 
we have ever had. The last word in science—in biology—is the 
principle of unifying. The most profound philosophers have 
always given us unifying as the fundamental principle of life. 
And now business men are finding it is the way to run a successful 

* See "Notes on English Papers,” Appendix II, p. 318. 

4 The first quotation is from the paper given to the Rowntree Lecture 
Conference at Oxford in 1926. The second is taken from the first paper in 
the series |iven at the London School of Economics in 1933. (Neither appears 
in the earlier American texts from which the papers in question were adapted.) 
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b usin ess. Here the ideal and the practical have joined hands. 
That is why I am working at business management, because, 
while I care for the ideal, it is only because I want to help bring 
it into our everyday affairs. 

“Another reason is because industry is the most important 
of human activity, and management is the fundamental 
element in industry. It is now generally recognized that not 
bankers, not stockholders, but management is the pivot of 
business success. It is good management that draws credit, that 
draws workers, that draws customers. Moreover, whatever 
changes should come, whether industry is owned by individual 
capitalis ts, or by the State, or by the workers, it will always have 
to be mana ged. Management is a permanent function of business. 

“The third reason why I am working at business management 
is because I believe in control , and so do our most progressive 
business men. I believe in the individual not trusting to fate or 
chance or inheritance or environment, but learning how to control 
his own life. And nowhere do I see such a complete acceptance of 
this as in business thinking, the thinking of more progressive 
business men. They are taking the mysticism out of business. 
They do not believe that there is anything fatalistic about the 
business cycle that is wholly beyond the comprehension of men; 
they believe that it can be studied and to some extent controlled.” 

2. “One of the most interesting things about business to me is 
that I find so many business men who are willing to try experi¬ 
ments. I should like to tell you about two evenings I spent last 
winter and the contrast between them. I went one evening to a 
drawing-room meeting where economists and M.Ps. talked of 
current affairs, of our present difficulties. It all seemed a little 
vague to me, did not seem really to come to grips with our 
problem. The next evening it happened that I went to a dinner 
of twenty business men who were discussing the question of 
centralization and decentralization. Each one had something to 
add from his own experience of the relation of branch firms to 
the central office, and the other problems included in the subject. 
There I found hope for the future. There men were not theorizing 
or dogmatizing; they were thinking of what they had actually 
done and they were willing to try new ways the next morning, so 
to speak. Business, because it gives us the opportunity of trying 
new roads, of blazing new trails, because, in short, it is pioneer 
work, pioneer work in the organized relations of human beings, 
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seems to me to offer as thrilling an experience as going into a new 
country and building railroads over new mountains. For what¬ 
ever problems we solve in business management may help towards 
the solution of world problems, since the principles of organiza¬ 
tion and administration which are discovered as best for business 
can be applied to government or international relations. Indeed, 
the solution of world problems must eventually be built up from 
all the little bits of experience wherever people are consciously 
trying to solve problems of relation. And this attempt is being 
made more consciously and deliberately in industry than 
anywhere else.” 

During these later years also Mary Follett first be¬ 
came intimately acquainted with the organization and 
activities of the League of Nations. On her visits to Geneva, 
she was much impressed by all that she saw and learned, all 
the more so because she was made acutely aware of the 
difficulties that beset the League’s administrative organiza¬ 
tion in its everyday work. She saw in the League of Nations 
a grand opportunity for the development in international 
relations of her fundamental principle of co-ordination as 
the basis of all well-organized human activity. She saw in it, 
too, further illustration of the many problems that she had 
found in the course of her studies of industrial organization, 
and made frequent allusions to it in her papers. In the 
League of Nations, she said, there is to be found “a striking 
example of the emergence of a leadership of function.” 7 

On one of her visits to Geneva, she made the acquaintance 
of Dame Katherine Furze, then actively engaged in the Girl 
Guide movement, a movement which had much in common 
with the doctrines that Mary Follett herself had long been 
propounding for the better development of society. Close 
friendship developed, and Dame Katherine became Mary 
Follett’s English hostess for the remaining years of her 
residence in London. 

Mary Follett’s last contribution in England to the subject 
of organization and management was the group of lectures 

7 Paper on “Leadership" read to the Rowntree Oxford Conference, October, 
1938 (see "Notea on the English Papers," Appendix II, p. 31O). 
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given in January-February, 1933, for the newly formed 
Department of Business Administration at the London 
School of Economics (University of London). 8 Several 
months earlier, however, she had visited America and given 
her final paper, entitled “Individualism in a Planned 
Society,” for the Bureau of Personnel Administration. 

On her return to England, she stayed well into the autumn 
of 1933, and then, in order to attend to some personal affairs, 
she hurriedly went off again to America. For some time her 
health had been giving cause for anxiety. But almost to her 
last breath she was mentally alert and absorbed in human 
relations problems. She died on December 18th, 1933. 


Some day, it is to be hoped, a complete volume will be 
devoted to an honest and sympathetic interpretation of the 
life and works of Mary Parker Follett. In this brief account 
we cannot begin to give an adequate portrayal of this 
remarkably genuine, unique personality, whose warm 
friendship and stimulating presence were cherished by all 
who were privileged to know her, who was in herself an 
example of the principle which she found basic for every 
form of human organization, from each individual life to 
world relations—co-ordination. For she was a person of 
universal mind and viewpoint, rounded culture, combining 
an interest in religion, music, painting, nature, history and 
travel with her consuming lifetime absorption in discovering 
the basic principles which, put into operation in the govern¬ 
ment of city, state and nation, as well as of industry, would 
result in a socio-economic-political order in which every 
man would have the opportunity to give expression to bis 
God-given right to live and grow and develop to the utmost 
of his capacity. 

Comparison of her last papers with those given even in the 
earliest years reveals a remarkable consistency of thought. 
She had, by the soundness of her earliest analytical approach, 


lee “Notea on English Papers,” Appendix II, p. 318. 
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struck the true principles, and nothing that she found in her 
extensive later contact with business organization and 
management gave cause for changing them. She had built 
her structure upon the individual, his instincts and habits 
and desires, as a result of her insight during the early years, 
when she was engaged in social work. She saw that on the 
job, both as an individual and as part of a working group 
and of the total work force, he was activated by the same 
habits and desires as he was in his more personal life. 
Consequently she saw the individual and human relation¬ 
ships as the bedrock foundation of business organization, 
and business organization as simply a part of the whole 
human organization which makes up society. She knew 
that the fundamental organizational problem of any 
enterprise—be it national government, local government, 
business management, an educational system or Church 
administration—is the building and maintenance of dynamic, 
yet harmonious, human relations for joint effort in the most 
effective conduct of that enterprise. In her papers she con¬ 
sistently sought to make this point clear, as indicated by the 
following illustration:® 

“You may wonder why I have talked of government, and of 
the League of Nations, instead of spending all my hour on leader¬ 
ship in industry. I have done it deliberately, because it seems to 
me a fact of very great significance that we are finding the same 
trend in all these different fields. It reinforces us in our conviction 
that we are moving in harmony with the deeper and more vital 
forces of human progress.” 

She showed her belief in this view, too, by the illustrations 
that she used in her exposition of the principles of industrial 
organization—illustrations that were drawn from the home, 
from social activities, from state councils, as well as from the 
affairs of many fields of industry and business. But perhaps 
the clearest evidence lies in the three papers that she gave in 
her later years to specialist groups, teaching them her basic 

® From “Leadership," given at the Rowntree Oxford Conference, October, 
1938. 
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doctrine of the leadership of function, of authority founded 
on the facts of the situation and on recognition of the 
fundamental personal and emotional factors that are part 
of both the leader and the led. These three papers were: 

1. “The Opportunities for Leadership for the Nurse in 
Industry.” (Annual Conference of the American Association 
of Industrial Nurses, May, 1928.) 

2. “The Psychiatrist in Industry.” (Occasion and place 
of reading not known, but probably about 1928 and certainly 
in America.) 

3. “The Teacher-Student Relationship.” (Occasion and 
place of reading not known, but probably 1928, and may 
have been given in England.) 

Simply put, Mary Follett’s universal principle means that 
business management is not something which is of signifi¬ 
cance only to those who seek a competence in the conduct of 
some competitive, profit-making enterprise. It is a part, and 
a significant part, of the wider field of human government. 
Business men have a great deal to learn from organized 
activities outside their own firms and industries, and other 
branches of human organization can learn much from what 
is best in business. The world of to-day needs new relation¬ 
ships among its groups. 

One of the most heartening aspects of her philosophy is 
that it enables those whose lot is cast in business to see their 
work, not merely as a means of livelihood, not only as an 
honourable occupation with a large content of professional 
interest, but as a definite and vital contribution towards the 
building of that new social order which is the legitimate 
preoccupation of every thinking citizen. It is because her 
philosophy of organization and management opens up the 
possibility of the identification of business administrators, 
not only with the essential interests of their stockholders, the 
desires of their consumers and the best interests of their 
workers, but also with the deep, flowing currents of opinion 
which are shaping the society of the future, that it is the most 
important contribution to the business literature of our time. 
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Mary Follett was always preoccupied with the dynamic 
view of organization, with the thing in process, so to speak. 
Authority, Power, Leadership, the Giving of Orders, 
Conflict, Conciliation—all her key words are active words. 
There is a static or structural approach to the problem of 
organization which has its value; but those who are most 
convinced of the importance of such structural analysis 
would be the first to admit that it is only a step on the 
journey, an instrument of thought; it is not and cannot be 
complete in itself; it is only the anatomy of the subject. As 
in medicine, the study of anatomy may be an essential 
discipline, but it is in the physiology and psychology of the 
individual patient that that discipline finds its working 
justification. 

Thus the four principles which she finally arrived at to 
express her view of organization were all active principles. 
In her own words, they are: 

“i. Co-ordination by direct contact of the responsible people 
concerned. 

a. Co-ordination in the early stages. 

3. Co-ordination as a reciprocal relating of all the features in 
a situation. 

4. Co-ordination as a continuing process.” 

Since these principles are carefully explained and illus¬ 
trated by Miss Follett herself in the final paper in this 
volume, we must content ourselves here with merely 
this concise statement of them. These principles epitomize 
her teaching. She makes clear that, rightly understood and 
interpreted, they form the basis—the psychological founda¬ 
tions—upon which any enduring, smoothly-operating organ¬ 
ization must rest. 


The history of industry and business in the past twenty 
years is, in considerable part, a record of progress in the 
technique of management, in the methods by which the 
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activities of business are organized and controlled. There 
has been some degree of development in the consideration 
given to the human and personal aspects of organization, 
but in the acceptance of a philosophy of management little 
headway has been made. Fifteen years- ago Mary Follett 
expounded a philosophy of management that even to-day 
is a generation ahead of practice, and one can find therein 
a significant parallel with the pioneering work of Frederick 
W. Taylor. In his teaching, the adoption of a new philo¬ 
sophy of management—“the mental revolution” as he put 
it—was a fundamental part of his new technique; but, as 
knowledge of his methods spread, the practice of scientific 
management was allowed to develop and expand shorn from 
its underlying philosophy. Mary Follett was not concerned 
merely with the technique, the methods of management; 
her contacts with business and its leaders gave her ample 
chance of seeing the new technique emerge and grow. But 
with deeper insight she could see what too many business 
leaders missed, that the philosophy of management and its 
psychological foundations were still unheeded, perhaps even 
unknown. In this lies the greatness of her contribution. It is 
as modem and applicable to-day as it was when first she 
spoke; it will be as modern and applicable to-morrow. 

Though she was concerned with principles rather than 
technique, she must not be thought of as theoretical. She 
was always insistent on the need “to get behind both 
academic abstractions and traditional conceptions and to 
try for a thoroughly realistic treatment of authority, power, 
leadership and control.” 

She was interested in problems of government, of organiza¬ 
tion and administration. Being an extremely large-minded 
person and wholly unimpressed by conventional categories, 
she was convinced of three things: first, that all such prob¬ 
lems, whenever they occur, are fundamentally problems 
in human relations; secondly, while every human being is 
different, there is a sufficiently large common factor in 
human reactions to similar situations to permit the develop¬ 
ment of principles of administration; thirdly, and in 
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consequence, those principles must be sought and applied 
wherever the organization of human endeavours is required 
in the pursuit of a common objective. Her study of business 
management, brilliant and stimulating though her lectures 
are in and of themselves, was in her mind just a normal 
development—part of her general research into the theory 
and practice of the orderly control of human affairs. She 
found that in studying the management or government of 
business enterprises, she had a source of information and 
suggestions far richer than that afforded by the more 
conventional subject matter of political science. 

In the same way, she found it natural that developments 
in the field of business administration should provide an 
avenue to progress in other branches of administration. 
Speaking of the processes of control and organization in 
business, she once remarked:™ 

“Certain changes have been going on in business practice which 
arc destined, I believe, to alter our thinking fundamentally. 
I think this is a contribution which business is going to make to 
the world, and not only to the business world, but eventually to 
government and international relations. Men may be making 
useful products, but beyond this, by helping to solve the problems 
of human relations, they are perhaps destined to lead the world 
in the solution of those great problems of co-ordination and 
control upon which our future progress must depend.” 


Note on Mary Follett's Contributions to the Confer¬ 
ences of the Bureau of Personnal Administration 

“Dr. Metcalf is deserving well of his countrymen, and of 
those all over the world, who are interested in the basic 
problem of economic control. If he had only ‘discovered’ 
Miss Follett and nothing else, he would have made a 
notable contribution to the philosophy of business.” 11 The 

i# From the introductory and concluding remarks of her first lecture in the 
series given at the London School of Economics, 1933. 

11 Bulletin of the International Management Institute, Geneva, June, 1929. 
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“discovery” of Miss Follett, her “debut” in the business 
world, came about in this manner. 

Dr. Metcalf had worked with Miss Follett in a number 
of forward-looking activities in Boston before the first 
World War. This relationship grew out of their common 
interest in vocational guidance. Along with her vocational 
guidance work in connection with the Boston school 
system, Miss Follett was actively interested in the work 
of the Vocation Bureau of Boston—set up by a group of 
business executives, educational and social leaders—be¬ 
cause she was coming to realize that the real roots and the 
benefits of the vocational guidance movement were to be 
found in the work relations rather than in the school 
environment. 

In 1918, Dr. Metcalf left full-time academic work to aid in 
setting up training programmes for employment managers 
for the Federal Government shipyards and munitions plants 
during the first World War. This was followed, in 1920, by 
the establishment of the Bureau of Personnel Administration, 
dedicated to the furtherance of sound employer-employee 
relations, whether in industry or any other form of organiza¬ 
tion. 

All this is apropos the inception of one of the regular 
activities of the Bureau of Personnel Administration—a 
carefully prepared annual conference series on the general 
theme, “Business Management as an Evolving Profession,” 
in which leading industrialists, Government officials, labour 
leaders, economists, psychologists, educators, lawyers, 
doctors, theologians and other oustanding leaders discuss, 
in the light of their own particular study and experience, 
some aspect of sound industrial management and human 
relationships. The aim and objective always have been to 
enable the executives, personnel workers and students of 
human relations problems in attendance to come to see 
industry as a whole and in its widely ramifying inter¬ 
relationships. 

Certainly in those early years none was better qualified 
than Miss Follett to take a prominent part in this work, 
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in which she maintained a vital interest throughout her life. 
Of her unique and fundamental contributions to the Bureau’s 
conference series, previously included in four of the volumes 
resulting therefrom, all but one are reprinted in this volume 
as well as her final paper, available hitherto only in mimeo¬ 
graphed form. Together they give in a developmental way 
her philosophy of business administration. 

It was in the winter of 1924-5 that Miss Follett made her 
first public contribution to the philosophy of business 
management. In the conference series entitled “Scientific 
Foundations of Business Administration” she presented the 

n St I°™, re ? rint 'l in volume: “Constructive 
Conflict, The Giving of Orders,” “Business as an Integra¬ 
tive Unity and “Power.” They evidenced her interest in 
two basic questions: (1) “What do you want men to do?” 
and (2) How will you scientifically control and guide men’s 
conduct m work and social relations?” 

In subsequent years she gave the further series of papers 
which gradually unfolded the fullness of her philosophy. 
It was perhaps m the second group—the papers on “Business 
Management as a Profession’’-that there appeared some of 
her most original contributions, founded on the slowly 
emerging trend toward a new science in business, involving 
a broader concept of the reaction of industrial life to 
economic, social, political, legal and ethical tendencies, 
bhe found the signs of the new scientific basis for business 
management m the application of so-called “scientific 
management to managerial technique; in the increasing 
tendency toward functionalized management; in the de- 
aUth ° nty; in the vitalit y of business men’s 

co ° tr | bu . tions were concerned more specifically 
mth the psychological bases of management, with the 
^position of what she herself put as the summary of most 

orocess fun !; tl0naI reIati °n is the continuing 

process of self-creating coherence.” This idea appears as her 

foundation of business leadership; the interweaving and 

interpenetrating of the best ideas of both the leader and the 
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led is continuously creating new situations. The real leader, 
then, will have sufficient insight not only to meet the next 
situation, but to make the next situation. And a system of 
organization which will allow men to create the next situa¬ 
tion will be based, not on the idea of equality or arbitrary 
authority, but on functional unity. 

In her final paper at a Bureau Conference, “Individualism 
in a Planned Society,” given in 1932—a paper which carried 
her thinking into the national and world arena—she sum¬ 
marized her life study and thinking in four basic principles 
of sound organization and administration. The heart of these 
principles is co-ordination , and their goal is control, based 
upon the foundation of (1) “fact-control” rather than “man- 
control,” and (2) central control as meaning “the correlation 
of many controls” rather than, “a super-imposed control.” 

In the conclusion of this paper she made an appeal that is 
strikingly apposite to the world conditions of to-day: “We 
have talked of our rights,” she said. “We have guarded our 
freedom. Our highest virtues have been service and sacrifice. 
Are we not now thinking of these virtues somewhat differ¬ 
ently? The spirit of a new age is fast gripping every one of us. 
The appeal which life makes to us to-day is to the socially 
constructive passion in every man. This is something to 
which the whole of me can respond. This is a great affirma¬ 
tive. Sacrifice sometimes seems too negative, dwells on what 
I give up. Service sometimes seems to emphasise the fact 
of service rather than the value of the service. Yet service and 
sacrifice are noble ideals. We cannot do without them. Let 
them, however, be the handmaids of the great purpose of 
our life—namely, our contributions to that new world we 
wish to see rise out of our present chaos, that age which shall 
bring us individual freedom through collective control.” 

The reader will inevitably be struck by some repetition 
of an argument in the papers here reprinted, sometimes 
even a repetition of detail and illustration. It must be 
remembered, however, that the papers were originally 
produced over several years, and we felt that they should 
not be edited in any way that would spoil their individual 
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original form. The repetition is, in itself, a tribute to 
Mary Follett’s consistency of thought, to the simplicity 
and unity of the principles she evolved. As shown earlier, 
these flowed naturally on from what she developed in her 
earlier writings in the field of political science. This con¬ 
tinuous development from The New State and Creative 
Experience to the papers on the Scientific and Psychological 
Foundations of Business Management is so striking that it 
has been thought helpful to annotate the papers here repro¬ 
duced in some measure in order to point out the parallel. 

The body, of thought built up by Mary Follett was not 
massive, not formidable; rather, it is strikingly simple. But 
it goes the deeper, and its fundamental significance and 
value in the solution of industrial as well of national and 
international problems to-day are beyond estimate. 


To Mary Follett’s many friends and former associates we 
wish to express our sincere appreciation for their helpfulness 
in contributing personal data and for their unanimous 
encouragement in our efforts to bring together in one 
volume her invaluable contribution to the philosophy of 
organization and management. 


New York and London. 
December, 1940. 


Henry C. Metcalf. 
L, Urwiqk. 
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CONSTRUCTIVE CONFLICT 

The subject I have been given for these lectures is The 
Psychological Foundations of Business Administration but as it 
is obvious that we cannot in four papers consider all the 
contributions which contemporary psychology is making to 
b usin ess administration—to the methods of hiring, promot¬ 
ing and discharging, to the consideration of incentives, the 
relation of output to motive, to group organization, etc.— 
I have chosen certain subjects which seem to me to go to 
the heart of personnel relations in industry. I wish to con¬ 
sider in this paper the most fruitful way of dealing with con¬ 
flict. At the outset I should like to ask you to agree for the 
moment to think of conflict as neither good nor bad; to con¬ 
sider it without ethical pre-judgment; to think of it not as 
warfare, but as the appearance of difference, difference of 
opinions, of interests. For that is what conflict means—differ¬ 
ence- We shall not consider merely the differences between 
employer and employee, but those between managers, 
between the directors at the Board meetings, or wherever 
difference appears. 

As conflict—difference—is here in the world, as we cannot 
avoid it, we should, I think, use it. Instead of condemning 
it, we should set it to work for us. Why not? What does the 
mechanical engineer do with friction? Of course his chief 
job is to eliminate friction, but it is true that he also capita¬ 
lizes friction. The transmission of power by belts depends 
on friction between the belt and the pulley. The friction 

1 This and the three succeeding papers reprinted from Scientific Foundations of 
Business Administration, Henry G. Metcalf, Editor, The Williams and Wilkins 
Company, Baltimore, 1926. Miss Follett’s main theme in these four contribu¬ 
tions to this series of conferences was “The Psychological Foundations.” This 
paper was first presented before a Bureau of Personnel Administration confer¬ 
ence group in January, 1925. 
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between the driving wheel of the locomotive and the track 
is necessary to haul the train. All polishing is done by fric¬ 
tion. The music of the violin we get by friction. We left the 
savage state when we discovered fire by friction. We talk of 
the friction of mind on mind as a good thing. So in business, 
too, we have to know when to try to eliminate friction and 
when to try to capitalize it, when to see what work we can 
make it do. That is what I wish to consider here, whether 
we can set conflict to work and make it do something for us.® 


Methods of Dealing with Conflict 

There are three main ways of dealing with conflict: 
domination, compromise and integration. Domination, 
obviously, is a victory of one side over the other. This is the 
easiest way of dealing with conflict, the easiest for the 
moment but not usually successful in the long run, as we 
can see from what has happened since the War. 

The second way of dealing with conflict, that of com¬ 
promise, we understand well, for it is the way we settle most 
of our controversies; each side gives up a little in order to 
have peace, or, to speak more accurately, in order that the 
activity which has been interrupted by the conflict may go 
on. Compromise is the basis of trade union tactics. 3 In col¬ 
lective bargaining, the trade unionist asks for more than he 
expects to get, allows for what is going to be lopped off in 
the conference. Thus we often do not know what he really 
thinks he should have, and this ignorance is a great barrier 
to dealing with conflict fruitfully. At the time of a certain 
wage controversy in Massachusetts, the lowest paid girls in 

a Cf. Creative Experience, p. 300: "What people often mean by getting rid of 
conflict is getting rid of diversity, and it is of the utmost importance that these 
should not be considered the same. We may wish to abolish conflict, but we 
cannot get rid of diversity. We must face life as it is and understand that 
diversity is its most essential feature. . . . Fear of difference is dread of life 
itself. It is possible to conceive conflict as not necessarily a wasteful outbreak 
of incompatibilities, but a normal process by which socially valuable differences 
register themselves for the enrichment of all concerned.” 

3 Cf. The Phew State, Chapter XIV, for a discussion of the relations of capital 
and labour. "The weakness of arbitration and conciliation boards, with their 
'impartial' member,isthat they tend to mere compromise even when they 
are not openly negotiations between two warring parties” (p. 115). 
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the industry were getting about $8.00 or $g.oo a week. The 
demand made by two of the representatives of the girls was 
for $22.40 (for a minimum wage, note), obviously too great 
an increase for anyone seriously to think of getting at one 
time. Thus the employers were as far as ever from knowing 
what the girls really thought they ought to have. 

But I certainly ought not to imply that compromise is 
peculiarly a trade union method. It is the accepted, the 
approved, way of ending controversy. Yet no one really 
wants to compromise, because that means a giving up of 
something. Is there then any other method of ending con¬ 
flict? There is a way beginning now to be recognized at least, 
and even occasionally followed: when two desires are inte¬ 
grated, that means that a solution has been found in which 
both desires have found a place, that neither side has had 
to sacrifice anything. Let us take some very simple illustra¬ 
tion. In the Harvard Library one day, in one of the smaller 
rooms, someone wanted the window open, I wanted it shut. 
We opened the window in the next room, where no one was 
sitting. This was not a compromise because there was no 
curtailing of desire; we both got what we really wanted. 
For I did not want a closed room, I simply did not want 
the north wind to blow directly on me; likewise the other 
occupant did not want that particular window open, he 
merely wanted more air in the room. 

I have already given this illustration in print. I repeat it 
here because this instance, from its lack of any complica¬ 
tions, shows my point at once I think. Let us take another 
illustration. A Dairymen’s Co-operative League almost went 
to pieces last year on the question of precedence in unloading 
cans at a creamery platform. The men who came down the 
hill (the creamery was on a down grade) thought they should 
have precedence; the men who came up the hill thought 
they should unload first. The thinking of both sides in the 
controversy was thus confined within the walls of these two 
possibilities, and this prevented their even trying to find a 
way of settling the dispute which would avoid these alter¬ 
natives. The solution was obviously to change the position 
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of the platform so that both up-hillers and down-hillers could 
unload at the same time. But this solution was not found 
until they had asked the advice of a more or less professional 
integrator. When, however, it was pointed out to them, they 
were quite ready to accept it. Integration involves inven¬ 
tion, and the clever thing is to recognize this, and not to let 
one s thinking stay within the boundaries of two alternatives 
which are mutually exclusive. 4 

Take another case. There is sometimes a question whether 
the meetings of works committees should be held in the plant 
or outside: the argument for meeting inside is the obvious 
advantage of being near one’s work; the argument against, 
the fear of company influence. I know one factory that made 
what I consider an integration by having the meetings of 
the works committee held in the separate club building of 
the employees situated within the factory grounds. Here 
the men felt much freer than in any other part of the plant* 

A friend gave me this example. He was called on jury 
service in a murder trial. The District Attorney asked him 
whether he had any objection to capital punishment. He 
replied, “Yes, definitely so.” The “conflict” was then on, 
■for the judge thought this opinion incapacitated him for 
service in a murder trial. My friend summed up the inci¬ 
dent to me in these words: “After the judge had subjected 
me to a kind of cross-examination, I was put into the jury 
box, but neither the judge nor myself was left as victor; the 
experience had changed us both. We found the solution 
instead of vindicating the pre-judgment of either of us; the 
solution being that it is possible to render a verdict in accord¬ 
ance with evidence so that you need not evade your duties 
as a citizen whatever your opinion of capital punishment.” 

By far the most interesting examples of integration which 
have come to my attention recently were four sent to the 
London Times by Gilbert Murray, four integrations which 
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he had found in the Report of the Dawes Committee.* 

It is often difficult to decide whether a decision is a true 
integration or something of a compromise, and there is a 
flaw I think in one of the four cited by Gilbert Murray. But 
signs of even partial integration, signs even that people want 
integration rather than domination or compromise, are 
encouraging. 

Some people tell me that they like what I have written on 
integration, but say that I am talking of what ought to be 
instead of what is. But indeed I am not; I am talking neither 
of what is, to any great extent, nor of what ought to be 
merely, but of what perhaps may be. This we can discover 
only by experiment. That is all I am urging, that we try 
experiments in methods of resolving differences; differences 
on the Board of Directors, with fellow managers or heads 
of departments, with employees, or in other relations. If we 
do this, we may take a different attitude toward conflict. 

The key-word of psychology to-day is desire. If we wish 
to speak of conflict in the language of contemporary psycho¬ 
logy, we might call it a moment in the interacting of desires. 
Thus we take from it any connotation of good or bad. Thus 
we shall not be afraid of conflict, but shall recognize that 
there is a destructive way of dealing with such moments and 
a constructive way. Conflict as the moment of the appearing 
and focusing of difference may be a sign of health, a pro¬ 
phecy of progress. If the Dairymen’s League had not fought 
over the question of precedence, the improved method of 
unloading would not have been thought of. The conflict in 
this case was constructive. And this was because, instead 
of compromising, they sought a way of integrating. 

* In a Letter to the Editor in The Times, June 6th, 1934, Professor Gilbert 
Murray writes to draw attention to the influence of previous decisions and 
methods of the League of Nations on the members of the Dawes Committee. 
He quotes four matters on which French and British opinion was widely 
divergent, but where agreement was reached by the mutual adoption of League 
solutions in previous comparable problems. These instances are illustrations of 
the method of "integration*’ that Mairy Follett was so keen to expound. (The 
matters in dispute were: the currency of German reparations payments; the 
fixation of total German liability; the necessity of external control, or wisdom 
of trusting completely to German good faith; the relation of German capacity 
to pay to the problem of fixing the final total liability.) 
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Compromise does not create, it deals with what already exists; 
integration creates something new, in this case a different 
way of unl oading. And because this not only settled the 
controversy but was actually better technique, saved time 
for both the farmers and the creamery, I call this: setting 
friction to work, making it do something. 

Thus we see that while conflict as continued unintegrated 
difference is pathological, difference itself is not pathological. 
The fights in the Democratic convention were a hopeful 
sign for the Democratic party. What I think we should do 
in business organization is to try to find the machinery best 
suited for the normal appearing and uniting of diversity so 
that the difference does not stay too long crystallized, so 
that the pathological stage shall not be reached. 

One advantage of integration over compromise I have 
not yet mentioned. If we get only compromise, the conflict 
will come up again and again in some other form, for in 
compromise we give up part of our desire, and because we 
shall not be content to rest there, sometime we shall try to 
get the whole of our desire. Watch industrial controversy, 
watch international controversy, and see how often this 
occurs. Only integration really stabilizes. But by stabiliza¬ 
tion I do not mean anything stationary. Nothing ever stays 
put. I mean only that that particular conflict is settled and 
the next occurs on a higher level. 

Psychology has given us the phrase “progressive in- 
tegratings”; we need also the phrase progressive differings. 
We can often measure our progress by watching the nature 
of our conflicts. Social progress is in this respect like indi¬ 
vidual progress; we become spiritually more and more 
developed as our conflicts rise to higher levels. If a man 
should tell you that his chief daily conflict within himself is 
—Shall I steal or not steal?—you would know what to think 
of his stage of development. As someone has said, “A man 
is known by the dilemmas he keeps.” In the same way, one 
test of your business organization is not how many conflicts 
you have, for conflicts are the essence of life, but what are 
your conflicts? And how do you deal with them? It is to be 
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hoped that we shall not always have strikes, but it is equally 
to be hoped that we shall always have conflict, the kind 
which leads to invention, to the emergence of new values. 

Having suggested integration as perhaps the way by which 
we can deal most fruitfully with conflict, with difference, 
we should now consider the method by which integration 
can be obtained. But before we do that I want to say 
definitely that I do not think integration is possible in all 
cases. When two men want to marry the same woman, there 
can be no integration; when two sons both want the old 
family home, there can usually be no integration. And there 
are many such cases, some of little, some of great serious¬ 
ness. I do not say that there is no tragedy in life. All that 
I say is that if we were alive to its advantages, we could 
often integrate instead of compromising. I have a friend who 
annoys me in this way. She makes a statement. I say, “I 
don’t agree with that because . . .” and I intend to give my 
reasons, but before I have a chance she says, “Well, let’s 
not fight about it.” But I had no intention of fighting. 

Bases of Integration 

If, then, we do not think that differing necessarily means 
fighting, even when two desires both claim right of way, if 
we think that integration is more profitable than conquering 
or compromising, the first step toward this consummation 
is to bring the differences into the open. We cannot hope to inte¬ 
grate our differences unless we know what they are. I will 
give some illustrations of the opposite method—evading or 
suppressing the issue. 

I know a factory where, after the War, the employees asked 
for a 5 per cent, increase in wages, but it was not clear to 
either side whether this meant a 5 per cent, raise over present 
wages or over pre-War wages. Moreover, it was seen that 
neither side wished to know! The employees naturally pre¬ 
ferred to think the former, the managers the latter. It was 
some time before both sides were willing to face the exact 
issue; each, unconsciously, hoped to win by keeping the 
whole problem hazy. 
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One of the longest discussions I ever heard on a minimum 
wage board was in regard to the question of fares to 
and from work: first, whether this item should be included 
at all with board, lodging, etc., in a cost-of-living budget, 
that is, whether transportation to and from the plant should 
be a cost on production. When finally it was decided to leave 
the item in and allow 60 cents a week for it, instead of the 
$1.20 which the io-cent Boston car fare would necessitate 
if this item were to be allowed for in full, it seemed to me 
a clear case of evasion or suppression. That is, the employers 
were not willing to face at that moment the question whether 
wages should include transportation. I sat on that board as 
a representative of the public, and I suggested more than 
once during the discussion that we should find out whether 
most of the girls in that particular industry did live near 
the plant or at a distance too great for walking. Also I sug¬ 
gested that we should find out whether, if they lived near 
the plant, the cost of board and lodging in that neighbour¬ 
hood was so high that it would more than offset car fares. 
But the employers in this instance were not ready to face 
the issue, and therefore the clearly evasive decision of 60 
cents was made. 

Another interesting case of suppression occurred in a com¬ 
mittee of which I was a member. The question was a dis¬ 
agreement concerning the pay of two stenographers who 
were working for us. Those who urged the higher amount per¬ 
sisted in speaking of the stenographers’ day as an eight-hour 
day because the hours are from nine to five, although with the 
hour out for lunch that obviously makes a seven-hour day. 

Wherever you have the fight-set, you are in danger of 
obscurities, conscious or unconscious. As long as trade 
unionism is a defensive movement, as long as employers’ 
associations are defensive movements, we shall'have obscuri¬ 
ties. As long as internationalism is what it is, evasion will 
go on. Of course not to appear to evade is part of good 
diplomacy, for you don’t want the other side to think you 
are trying to “get by” on anything. But we shall con¬ 
tinue to evade or suppress as long as our real aim is not 
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agreement, but domination. Lord Shaw, chairman of the 
Coal Commission, put it as one of the essentials in arbitra¬ 
tion that both sides should genuinely desire agreement. Here 
we get a very direct lesson from psychology. 

The psychiatrist tells his patient that he cannot help him 
unless he is honest in wanting his conflict to end. The 
“uncovering” which every book on psychology has rubbed 
into us for some years now as a process of the utmost import¬ 
ance for solving the conflicts which the individual has within 
himself is equally important for the relations between indi¬ 
viduals, or between groups, classes, races, nations. In busi¬ 
ness, the employer, in dealing either with his associates or 
his employees, has to get underneath all the camouflage, 
has to find the real demand as against the demand put for¬ 
ward, distinguish declared motive from real motive, alleged 
cause from real cause, and to remember that sometimes the 
underlying motive is deliberately concealed and that some¬ 
times it exists unconsciously. 

The first rule, then, for obtaining integration is to put your 
cards on the table, face the real issue, uncover the conflict, 
bring the whole thing into the open. 

One of the most important reasons for bringing the desires 
of each side to a place where they can be clearly examined 
and valued is that evaluation often leads to revaluation. We 
progress by a revaluation of desire, but usually we do not 
stop to examine a desire until another is disputing right of 
way with it. Watch the evolution of your desires from child¬ 
hood, through youth, etc. The baby has many infantile 
desires which are not compatible with his wish for approba¬ 
tion; therefore he revalues his desires. We see this all through 
our life. We want to do so-and-so, but we do not estimate 
how much this really means to us until it comes into conflict 
with another desire. Revaluation is the flower of comparison. 

This conception of the revaluation of desire it is necessary 
to keep in the foreground of our thinking in dealing with 
conflict, for neither side ever “gives in” really, it is hopeless 
to expect it, but there often comes a moment when there is 
a simultaneous revaluation of interests on both sides and 
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unity precipitates itself. This, I think, happened in Europe 
at the London Conference last summer, or rather it hap¬ 
pened before that and led to the Conference. Integration is 
often more a spontaneous flowing together of desire than 
one might think from what I have said; the revaluing of 
interests on both sides may lead the interests to fit into each 
other, so that all find some place in the final solution. 

The bearing of all this on business administration is, I 
hope, obvious. A business should be so organized (this is 
one of the tests for us to apply to our organization) that full 
opportunity is given in any conflict, in any coming together 
of different desires, for the whole field of desire to be viewed. 
Our employees should be able to see, as we should be able 
ourselves to see, the whole field of desire. The field of desire 
is an important psychological and sociological conception; 
many conflicts could, I believe, be prevented from ending 
disastrously by getting the desires of each side into one field 
of vision where they could be viewed together and com¬ 
pared. We all believe to a certain extent in Freud’s “sub¬ 
limation,” but I believe still more that various desires get 
orientated toward one another and take on different values 
in the process of orientation. 

It will be understood, of course, that all this applies to 
ourselves as well as to the other side; we have to uncover 
our sub-articulate egoisms, and then, when we see them in 
relation to other facts and desires, we may estimate them 
differently. We often think it is a question of eliminating 
motives when it is only a question of subordinating them. 
We often, for instance, treat personal motives as more 
ignoble than we need. There is nothing necessarily discredit¬ 
able in the politician “standing by” his friends. The only 
ethical question is how much that motive is weighing against 
others. The unethical thing is to persuade yourself that it is 
not weighing at all. 

I have time barely to mention a very important point: the 
connection between the realignment of groups and a revalua¬ 
tion of interests. I have found this important in watching 
the realignments of political parties. We must in any 
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conflict between groups watch every realignment to see how 
far it changes the confronting desires, for this means how 
far it changes the conflict. 

I began this section by saying that the first step in integra¬ 
tion is to bring the differences into the,open. If the first step 
is to put clearly before ourselves what there is to integrate, 
there is something very important for us to note—namely, 
that the highest lights in a situation are not always those 
which are most indicative of the real issues involved. Many 
situations are decidedly complex, involve numerous and 
varied activities, overlapping activities. There is too great a 
tendency (perhaps encouraged by popular journalism) to 
deal with the dramatic moments, forgetting that these are 
not always the most significant moments. We should not 
follow literary analogies here. You may have a good curtain 
with, to quote Kipling, the lovers loving and the parents 
signing cheques. Yet, after all, this may not be the control¬ 
ling moment in the lives of these people. To find the significant 
rather than the dramatic features of industrial controversy, of a 
disagreement in regard to policy on board of directors or 
between managers, is essential to integrative business policies. 

Such search is part of what seems to me the second step in 
integration. If the first step is to uncover the real conflict, 
the next is to take the demands of both sides and break them 
up into their constituent parts. 6 Contemporary psychology 
shows how fatal it is to try to deal with conglomerates. I 
know a boy who wanted a college education. His father 
died and he had to go to work at once to support his mother. 
Had he then to give up his desire? No, for on analysis he 
found that what he wanted was not a college education, but 
an education, and there were still ways of his getting that. 
You remember the southern girl who said, “Why, I always 
thought damned Yankee was one word until I came north.” 

This method of breaking up wholes is the way you deal with 

6 Cf. Creative Experience , pp. 167-8: "Again, labour and capital can never be 
reconciled as long as labour persists in thinking that there is a capitalist point 
of view and capitalists that there is a labour point of view. There is not. These 
are imaginary wholes which must be broken up before capital and labour can 
co-operate.” 
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business problems; it is the method which precedes business 
decisions. Take the case of inaugurating a system of approval 
shipment. A. W. Shaw, in his Approach to Business Problems, 
shows the sub-problems involved here: 

i. What will be the effect on collections and on the cost of 
shipment? 

а. What is to be the credit policy? 

3. Will the stock in transit or in the hands of customers reduce 
the number of turnovers per year? 

4. Will the risk of damage to returned goods be great enough 
to jeopardize the regular profit? 

5. Will the increase in sales more than offset any added cost 
in the administrative department? 

б. Also psychological factors, as customers’ curiosity and 
caution. 

I have given this illustration at length because it seems to 
me that this is the method which should be applied to con¬ 
troversy. I wish indeed that every controversy might be 
considered a problem. 

You will notice that to break up a problem into its various 
parts involves the examination of symbols, involves, that is, the 
careful scrutiny of the language used to see what it really 
means. A friend of mine wanted to go to Europe, but also 
she did not want to spend the money it would cost. Was 
there any integration? Yes, she found one. In order to under¬ 
stand it, let us use the method I am advocating; let us ask, 
what did “going to Europe” symbolize to her? In order to 
do that, we have to break up this whole, “going to Europe.” 
What does “going to Europe” stand for to different people? 
A sea voyage, seeing beautiful places, meeting new people, 
a rest or change from daily duties, and a dozen other things. 
Now, this woman had taught for a few years after leaving 
college and then had gone away and led a somewhat 
secluded life for a good many years. “Going to Europe” was 
to her a symbol, not of snow mountains, or cathedrals, or 
pictures, but of meeting people—that was what she wanted. 
When she was asked to teach in a summer school of young 
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men and women where she would meet a rather interesting 
staff of teachers and a rather interesting group of students, 
she immediately accepted. This was her integration. This was 
not a substitution for her wish, it was her real wish fulfilled. 

I have given other illustration of symbols in Chapter IX 
of my book, Creative Experience . There was an interesting one 
in the Loeb-Leopold case. I think there should have been 
taken into consideration in that case what life imprisonment 
symbolized. As there was no question of freeing the boys, 
the decision was to be made between death and life imprison¬ 
ment. Therefore, when the latter sentence was given, that 
was a symbol, it seemed to me, of victory for the boys, especi¬ 
ally since everyone thought that their detention would last 
only a few years. In many cases, on the other hand, life 
imprisonment is a symbol of defeat. I do not think that this 
was taken into account sufficiently in considering the effect 
of the sentence on the country. 

It is, of course, unavoidable to use symbols; all language 
is symbolic; but we should be always on our guard as to 
what is symbolized. For instance, the marketing co¬ 
operatives say that they want their members to keep their 
pledges. That statement is a symbol for what they really 
want, which is to get enough of the commodity to control 
the market. Every day we use many more not-understood 
symbols, many more whole-words, unanalysed words, than 
we ought to. Much of what is written of the “consumer” is 
inaccurate because consumer is used as a whole-word, 
whereas it is quite obvious that the consumer of large wealth 
has different desires and motives from the consumer of small 
means. 

We have been considering the breaking up of the whole- 
demand. On the other hand, one often has to do just the 
opposite; find the whole-demand, the real demand, which 
is being obscured by miscellaneous minor claims or by in¬ 
effective presentation. The man with a genius for leader¬ 
ship is the one who can make articulate the whole-demand, 
unless it is a matter of tactics deliberately to conceal it. I 
shall not stop to give instances of this, as I wish to have time 
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for some consideration of a point which seems to -me very 
im portant for business, both in dealings with employees and 
with competing firms, and that is the anticipation of 
demands, of difference, of conflict. 

Mr. Earl Howard, labour manager for Hart, Schaffner 
and Marx, said to me once, “It isn’t enough merely to study 
the actual reactions of your employees; you must anticipate 
their reactions, beat them to it.” That—to beat them to it 
—is exactly what each firm does try to do with its competing 
firms, but I do not think many managers study and antici¬ 
pate the reactions of their employees as carefully as they do 
those of competing firms. It would be just as useful. 

You could probably give me many illustrations of the 
anticipation of response. We could find innumerable examples 
in our households. A man liked motoring, his wife walking; 
he anticipated what her response might be to a suggestion 
that they motor on Sunday afternoon by tiring her out 
playing tennis in the morning. 

The middlemen are deliberately anticipating response on 
the part of the farmers. In their struggle with the marketing 
co-operatives, they are basing their calculations of the future 
on the assumption that the particularistic tendency of the 
farmer is such that he cannot be held in line permanently, 
that he has been carried off his feet by victory and promises; 
moreover, that the use of legal power in enforcing contracts 
will in the end defeat the movement, that the farmer will 
surely rebel against this sort of coercion. 

The anticipation of conflict, it should be noted, does not 
mean necessarily the avoidance of conflict, but playing the 
game differently. That is, you integrate the different interests 
without making all the moves. A friend of mine says that 
my theory of integration is like a game of chess. I think it is 
something like that. The tyro has to find his solution by 
making his actual moves, by the crude method of changing 
the places of his chessmen. A good chess player does not 
need to do this, he sees the possibilities without playing them 
out. The business man in dealing with competitive firms is 
like the good chess player. As the real conflict between two 
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good chess players is a conflict of possibilities that would be 
realized if they played them out, so in business you do not 
have to make all the moves to make your integrations; you 
deal with antecedents, premonitory symptoms, etc. You do 
not avoid doing certain things, you have done them without 
doing them. 

But assuming that in our business we do watch response 
and anticipate response, that still is not going far enough. 
It is not enough to ask to what our employee or our business 
confrere or business competitor is responding, nor even to 
what he is likely to respond. We have to prepare the way 
for response, we have to try to build up in him a certain 
attitude. Of course every good salesman does this, but its 
necessity is not so fully recognized in other departments, and 
we shall therefore consider this question further in a later 
paper. 

Yet even preparation for response is only a small part of the 
matter; we shall have to go deeper than that. There is 
circular as well as linear response, and the exposition of that 
is I think the most interesting contribution of contemporary 
psychology to the social sciences. 7 A good example of 
circular response is a game of tennis. A serves. The way B 
returns the ball depends partly on the way it was served to 
him. A’s next play will depend on his own original serve 
plus the return of B, and so on and so on. We see this in 
discussion. We see this in most activity between one and 
another. Mischievous or idle boys say, “Let’s start some¬ 
thing”; we must remember that whenever we act we have 
always “started something,” behaviour precipitates be¬ 
haviour in others. Every employer should remember this. 
One of the managers in a factory expressed it to me thus: 
“I am in command of a situation until I behave; when I 
act I have lost control of the situation.” This does not mean 
that we should not act! It is, however, something to which 
it is very important that we give full consideration. 

Circular response seems a simple matter, quite obvious, 

7 Cf. Creative Experience, Chapter III, "Experience in llie Light of Recent 
Psychology: Circular Response." 
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something we must all accept. Yet every day we try to evade 
it, every day we act and hope to avoid the inescapable 
response. As someone has said in another connection, “We 
feed Cerberus raw meat and hope that when we lie between 
his paws, he will turn out to be a vegetarian.” 

The conception of circular behaviour throws much light 
on conflict, for I now realize that I can never fight you, I 
am always fighting you plus me. I have put it this way: that 
response is always to a relation. I respond, not only to you, 
but to the relation between you and me. Employees do not 
respond only to their employers, but to the relation between 
themselves and their employer. Trade unionism is respond¬ 
ing, not only to capitalism, but to the relation between itself 
and capitalism. The Dawes plan, the London Conference, 
were obviously moments in circular behaviour. Circular 
behaviour as the basis of integration gives us the key to 
constructive conflict. 

Obstacles to Integration 

Finally, let us consider the chief obstacles to integration. It 
requires a high order of intelligence, keen perception and 
discrimination, more titan all, a brilliant inventiveness; it is 
easier for the trade union to fight than to suggest a better 
way of running the factory. You remember that the Socialist 
Party in Italy had a majority before Mussolini came in. But 
they would not take responsibility; they preferred to stay 
fighting, to attack what others were doing rather than to 
do themselves. They do not, I think, compare favourably 
with the English Labour Party. 

Another obstacle to integration is that our way of life has 
habituated many of us to enjoy domination. Integration 
seems to many a tamer affair; it leaves no “thrills” of con¬ 
quest. I knew a dispute within a trade union where, by the 
skilful action of the chairman, a true integration was dis¬ 
covered and accepted, but instead of the satisfaction one 
might have expected from such a happy result, the evening 
seemed to end rather dully, flatly; there was no climax, there 
was no side left swelling its chest, no one had conquered. 
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no one had “won out.” It is even true that to some people 
defeat, as well as conquest, is more interesting than integra¬ 
tion. That is, the person with decided fight habits feels more 
at home, happier, in the fight movement. Moreover, it leaves 
the door open for further fighting, with the possibility of 
conquest the next time. 

Another obstacle to integration is that the matter in dis¬ 
pute is often theorized over instead of being taken up as a 
proposed activity. I think this important in business admin¬ 
istration. Intellectual agreement does not alone bring full 
integration. I know one factory which deliberately provides 
for this by the many activities of its many sub-committees, 
some of which seem rather trivial unless one sees just how 
these activities are a contribution to that functional unity 
which we shall consider in a later paper. 

I have been interested to watch how often disagreement 
disappears when theorizing ends and the question is of some 
definite activity to be undertaken. At a trade union con¬ 
ference, someone brought up the question of waste: how 
could the workmen help to eliminate waste? But it was found 
that most of the union men did not think it the job of the 
workmen to eliminate waste; that belonged to the manage¬ 
ment. Moreover, they did not think it to their interest to 
eliminate waste; wages were fixed by the union, by collective 
bargaining; everything saved went to swell profits; no more 
went into their pockets. It was seen, however, that there 
was another side, and the argument went on, but without 
coming to any agreement. Finally, however, by some 
manoeuvring on the part of the chairman, it was acknow¬ 
ledged that there were certain forms of waste which the 
unions could be got to take cognizance of. A machinist, a 
plumber and a carpenter undertook to take up with their 
unions the question of how far they could agree to take some 
responsibility for these particular types of waste. I hope the 
fact then emerged, when it was considered as a practical 
issue, that for some forms of waste the management is 
responsible, for some forms the employees, and for some 
forms the union. 
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A serious obstacle to integration which every business man 
should consider is the language used. We have noted the 
necessity of making preparation in the other man, and m 
ourselves too, for the attitude most favourable to reconcilia¬ 
tion A trade unionist said to me, “Our representatives didn t 
manage it right. If instead of a 15 per cent, increase they 
had asked for an adjustment of wages, the management 
would have been more willing to listen to us; it would have 
put them in a different frame of mind." I don’t quite see 
why we are not more careful about our language in busi¬ 
ness for in most delicate situations we quite consciously 
choose that which will not arouse antagonism. You say to 
vour wife at breakfast, “Let’s reconsider that decision we 
came to last night." You do not say, “I wish to give you 
my criticism of the decision you made last night. 

I cannot refrain from mentioning a personal experience. 

I went into the Edison Electric Light Company and said to 
a young woman at a counter, “Where shall I go to speak 
about my bill?" “Room D for complaints,” she replied. 
“But I don’t wish to make a complaint,” I said. “I thought 
there was a mistake in your bill.” “I think there is, I said, 
“but I don’t wish to complain about it; it was a very natural 
mistake.” The girl looked nonplussed, and as she was 
obviously speechless a man came out from behind a desk 
and said: “You would prefer to ask for an adjustment, 
wouldn’t you?” and we had a chat about it. 

I think that the “grievance committees” which exist in 
most factories are a mistake. I do not like the trouble 
specialists” of the Ford plant. I wish it were not so often 
stated that shop or department committees were formed to 
“setde disputes.” If you will get lists of these so-called 
“disputes,” you will find that often they have not so much 
of the fight element in them as this word implies. But much 
of the language expressing the relation between capital and 
labour is that of a fight: “traditional enemies,” the “weapon 
of the union,” etc. 

I haveleft untouched one of the chief obstacles tointegration 

—namely, the undue influence of leaders—the manipulation 
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of the unscrupulous on the one hand and the sugges¬ 
tibility of the crowd on the other. Moreover, even when the 
power of suggestion is not used deliberately, it exists in all 
meetings between people; the v/hole emotional field of 
human intercourse has to be taken fully into account in 
dealing with methods of reconciliation. I am deliberately 
omitting the consideration of this, not because I do not feel 
its importance as keenly as anyone, but because in these 
few papers we cannot cover everything. 

Finally, perhaps the greatest of all obstacles to integration 
is our lack of training for it. In our college debates we try 
always to beat the other side. In the circular announcing 
the courses to be given at the Bryn Mawr Summer School 
for Workers, I find: “English Composition and Public Speak¬ 
ing; to develop the art of oral and written expression.” I 
think that in addition to this there should be classes in 
discussion which should aim to teach the “art” of co¬ 
operative thinking, and I was disappointed that there was 
no such course in the programme of a school for workers. 
Managers need it just as much. I have found, in the case of 
the wage boards which I have been on, that many employers 
(I ought in fairness to say not the majority) came to these 
joint conferences of employers and employees with little 
notion of conferring, but to push through, to force through, 
plans previously arrived at, based on preconceived ideas of what 
employees are like. It seems as if the methods of genuine 
conference have yet to be learned. Even if there were not 
the barriers of an unenlightened self-interest, of prejudice, 
rigidity, dogmatism, routine, there would still be required 
training and practice for us to master the technique of 
integration. A friend of mine said to me, “Open-mindedness 
is the whole thing, isn’t it?” No, it isn’t; it needs just as great 
a respect for your own view as for that of others, and a firm 
upholding of it until you are convinced. Mushy people are 
no more good at this than stubborn people. 

As an indirect summing up of this discussion, I should like 
to emphasize our responsibility for integration. We saw in 
our consideration of circular response that my behaviour 
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helps create the situation to which I am responding. That 
implies (what we have daily to take into account) that my 
behaviour is helping to develop the situation to which I am 
responding. The standard of living goes up not only while, 
but partly because, it is being studied. This conception of 
the developing situation is of the utmost importance for 
business administration. It makes it impossible to construct 
a map of the future, yet all our maxims of foresight hold 
good; every business should reconcile these two statements. 
We should work always with the evolving situation, and 
note what part our own activities have in that evolving 
situation. 

This is the most important word, not only for business 
relations, but for all human relations: not to adapt ourselves 
to a situation—we are all more necessary to the world than 
that; neither to mould a situation to our liking—we are all, 
or rather each, of too little importance to the world for that; 
but to take account of that reciprocal adjustment, that 
interactive behaviour between the situation and ourselves 
which means a change in both the situation and ourselves. 
One test of business administration should be: is the organ¬ 
ization such that both employers and employees, or co¬ 
managers, co-directors, are stimulated to a reciprocal 
activity which will give more than mere adjustment, more 
than an equilibrium? Our outlook is narrowed, our activity 
is restricted, our chances of business success largely dimin¬ 
ished when our thinking is constrained within the limits of 
what has been called an either-or situation. We should never 
allow ourselves to be bullied by an “either-or.” There is 
often the possibility of something better than either of two 
given alternatives. Every one of us interested in any form 
of constructive work is looking for the plus values of our 
activity. In a later paper, on Business as an Integrative Unity , 
we shall consider how we can find in business administra¬ 
tion those plus values which alone mean progress, progress 
for the individual and for whatever business or service we 
have undertaken for ourselves and for our community. 


49 



II 


THE GIVING OF ORDERS 1 

The chief thing I have to say to you in this paper is that 
I wish we could all take a responsible attitude toward our 
experience—a conscious and responsible attitude.® Let us 
take one of the many activities of the business man, and see 
what it would mean to take a responsible attitude toward 
our experience in regard to that one thing. I am going to 
take the question of giving orders: what are the principles 
underlying the different ways of giving orders, which of 
these principles have you decided to follow? Most people 
have not decided, have not even thought out what the 
different principles are. Yet we all give orders every day. 
Surely this is a pity. To know what principles may underlie 
any given activity of ours is to take a conscious attitude 
toward our experience. 

The second step is to take a responsible attitude, by 
deciding, after we have recognized the different principles, 
which ones we will follow. In the matter of giving orders, 
I wish we might all of us deride now, if we have not already 
done so, on the way we think orders should be given. We 
shall not arrive at the same conclusions, there may be a 
good deal of difference of opinion among us. What I urge 
is not that you adopt my principles, but that you stop to 
think what principles you are acting on or what principles 
you intend to act on in this matter, and then try giving orders 
in accordance with those principles as far as the methods of 
your firm permit. 

And next I urge you to note results; for our first decision 
should be tentative. We should try experiments and note 

s §* e “ ote >. P 1 3 °i this paper was presented in January, 1935. 

Cf. Creative Experience , p. xi: "But we wish to do far more than observe our 
experience, we wish to make it yield up for us its riches." 
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whether they succeed or fail and, most important of all, why 
they succeed or fail. This is taking an experimental attitude 
toward experience. 

We have then three steps: (i) a conscious attitude—realize 
the principles which it is possible to act on in this matter; 

(2) a responsible attitude—decide which we will act on; 

(3) an experimental attitude—try experiments and watch 
results. We might add a fourth step: pool our results. 

In doing all this we should observe carefully what oppor¬ 
tunities the methods of our particular firm afford for giving 
orders in the way we have decided provisionally is best, and 
come to some conclusion as to how far and in what way 
those methods would have to be changed if our principles 
were adopted. This will increase our consciousness in the 
matter. 


Behaviour Patterns and Obedience to Orders 

To some men the matter of giving orders seems a very 
simple affair; they expect to issue their orders and have them 
obeyed without question. Yet, on the other hand, the shrewd 
common sense of many a business executive has shown him 
that the issuing of orders is surrounded by many difficulties; 
that to demand an unquestioning obedience to orders not 
approved, not perhaps even understood, is bad business 
policy. Moreover, psychology, as well as our own observa¬ 
tion, shows us not only that you cannot get people to do 
things most satisfactorily by ordering them or exhorting 
them; but also that even reasoning with them, even con¬ 
vincing them intellectually, may not be enough. Even the 
"consent of the governed” will not do all the work it is sup¬ 
posed to do, an important consideration for those who are 
advocating employee representation. For all our past life, 
our early training, our later experience, all our emotions’ 
beliefs, prejudices, every desire that we have, have formed 
certain habits of mind, what the psychologists call habit- 
patterns, action-patterns, motor-sets. 

Therefore it will do little good merely to get intellectual 
agreement; unless you change t he habit-pat terns of people, 
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you have not really changed your people. Business adminis¬ 
tration, industrial organization, should build up certain 
habit-patterns, that is, certain mental attitudes. For instance, 
the farmer has a general disposition to “go it alone,” and 
this is being changed by the activities of the co-operatives, 
that is, note, by the farmer's own activities. So the workman 
has often a general disposition of antagonism to his employers 
which cannot be changed by argument or exhortation, but 
only through certain activities which will create a different 
disposition. One. of my trade union friends told me that he 
remembered when he was a quite small boy hearing his 
father, who worked in a shoe-shop, railing daily against his 
boss. So he grew up believing that it was inherent in the 
nature of things that the workman should be against his 
employer. I know many working men who have a prejudice 
against getting college men into factories. You could all give 
me examples of attitudes among your employees which you 
would like to change. We want, for instance, to create an 
attitude of respect for expert opinion. 

If we analyse this matter a little further we shall see that 
we have to do three things, I am now going to use psycho¬ 
logical language: (i) build up certain attitudes; (2) provide 
for the release of these attitudes; (3) augment the released 
response as it is being carried out. What does this mean in 
the language of business? A psychologist has given us the 
example of the salesman. The salesman first creates in you 
the attitude that you want his article; then, at just the 
“psychological” moment, he produces his contract blank 
which you may sign and thus release that attitude; then if, 
as you are preparing to sign, some one comes in and tells 
you how pleased he has been with his purchase of this 
article, that augments the response which is being released. 

If we apply this to the subject of orders and obedience, 
we see that people can obey an order only if previous habit- 
patterns are appealed to or new ones created. When the 
employer is considering an order, he should also be thinking 
of the way to form the habits which will ensure its being 
carried out. We should first lead the salesmen selling shoes 


52 



THE GIVING OF ORDERS 

or the bank clerk cashing cheques to see the desirability of 
a different method. Then the rules of the store or bank should 
be so changed as to make it possible for salesman or cashier 
to adopt the new method. In the third place they could be 
made more ready to follow the new method by convincing 
in advance some one individual who will set an example 
to the others. You can usually convince one or two or three 
ahead of the rank and file. This last step you all know from 
your experience to be good tactics; it is what the psycho¬ 
logists call intensifying the attitude to be released. But we 
find that the released attitude is not by one release fixed as 
a habit; it takes a good many responses to do that. 

This is an important consideration for us, for from one 
point of view business success depends largely on this— 
namely, whether our business is so organized and adminis¬ 
tered that it tends to form certain habits, certain mental 
attitudes. It has been hard for many old-fashioned employers 
to understand that orders will not take the place of training. I 
want to italicize that. Many a time an employer has been 
angry because, as he expressed it, a workman “wouldn’t” 
do so and so, when the truth of the matter was that the 
workman couldn’t, actually couldn’t, do as ordered because 
he could not go contrary to life-long habits. This whole sub¬ 
ject might be taken up under the heading of education, for 
there we could give many instances of the attempt to make 
arbitrary authority take the place of training. In history, 
the aftermath of all revolutions shows us the results of the 
lack of training. 

In this matter of prepared-in-advance behaviour patterns 
—that is, in preparing the way for the reception of orders, 
psychology makes a contribution when it points out that the 
same words often rouse in us a quite different response when 
heard in certain places and on certain occasions. A boy may 
respond differently to the same suggestion when made by 
his teacher and when made by his schoolmate. Moreover, 
he may respond differently to the same suggestion made by 
the teacher in the schoolroom and made by the teacher when 
they are taking a walk together. Applying this to the giving 
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of orders, we see that the place in which orders are given, 
the circumstances under which they are given, may make 
all the difference in the world as to the response which we 
get . 3 Hand them down a long way from President or Works 
Manager and the effect is weakened. One might say that 
the str eng th of favourable response to an order is in inverse 
ratio to the distance the order travels. Production efficiency 
is always in danger of being affected whenever the long¬ 
distance order is substituted for the face-to-face suggestion. 
There is, however, another reason for that which I shall 
consider in a moment. 

All that we said in the foregoing paper of integration and 
circular behaviour applies directly to the anticipation of 
response in giving orders. We spoke then of what the psycho¬ 
logists call linear and circular behaviour. Linear behaviour 
would be, to quote from Dr. Cabot’s review of my book, 
Creative Experience, when an order is accepted as passively as 
the woodshed accepts the wood. In circular behaviour you 
get a “come-back.” But we all know that we get the come¬ 
back every day of our life, and we must certainly allow for 
it, or for what is more elegantly called circular behaviour, 
in the giving of orders. Following out the thought of the 
previous paper, I should say that the giving of orders and 
the receiving of orders ought to be a matter of integration 
through circular behaviour, and that we should seek methods 
to bring this about . 4 The rest of this lecture could profitably 
be spent on this point, with further explanation and with 
illustration, but I am trying to cover a good deal of ground 

3 Cf. Creative Experience, p. 65: *'... we shall have to keep in mind—first, the 
objective situation as constituent part of the behaviour process; secondly, that 
internal conditioning is of equal importance with external conditioning. . . . 
Often for instance we see the head of an industrial plant trying to solve a 
situation by studying his men rather than by considering men and situation, 
and the reciprocal effect of one on the other.” 

4 Cf. Creative Experience, p. 69; “We cannot study the ‘psychology’ of the work¬ 
man, the ‘psychology’ of the employer, and then the ‘facts’ of the situation, as 
so often seems to be the process of the investigation. We must study the work¬ 
man and the employer in their relation to the facts—and then the facts them¬ 
selves become as active as any other part of the ‘total situation.’ We can never 
understand the total situation without taking into account the evolving situa¬ 
tion. And when a situation changes we have not a new variation under the old 
fact, but a new fact." 
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in these talks by making suggestions for you to expand for 
yourselves. 

Psychology has another important contribution to make 
on this subject of issuing orders or giving directions: before 
the integration can be made between order-giver and order- 
receiver, there is often an integration to be made within one 
or both of the individuals concerned. There are often two 
dissociated paths in the individual; if you are clever enough 
to recognize these, you can sometimes forestall a Freudian 
conflict, make the integration appear before there is an acute 
stage. 

To explain what I mean, let me run over briefly a social 
worker’s case. The girl’s parents had been divorced and the 
girl placed with a jolly, easy-going, slack and untidy family, 
consisting of the father and mother and eleven children, 
sons and daughters. Gracie was very happy here, but when 
the social worker in charge of the case found that the living 
conditions involved a good deal of promiscuity, she thought 
the girl should be placed elsewhere. She therefore took her 
to call on an aunt who had a home with some refinement 
of living, where they had “high tastes,” as one of the family 
said. This aunt wished to have Gracie live with her, and 
Gracie decided that she would like to do so. The social 
worker, however, in order to test her, said, “But I thought 
you were so happy where you are.” “Can’t I be happy and 
high, too?” the girl replied. There were two wishes here, 
you see. The social worker by removing the girl to the aunt 
may have forestalled a Freudian conflict, the dissociated 
paths may have been united. I do not know the outcome of 
this story, but it indicates a method of dealing with our co¬ 
directors—make them “happy and high, too.” 

Business administration has often to consider how to deal 
with the dissociated paths in individuals or groups, but the 
methods of doing this successfully have been developed much 
further in some departments than in others. We have as yet 
hardly recognized this as part of the technique of dealing 
with employees, yet the clever salesman knows that it is the 
chief part of his job. The prospective buyer wants the article 
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and does not want it. The able salesman does not suppress 
the arguments in the mind of the purchaser against buying, 
for then the purchaser might be sorry afterwards for his 
purchase, and that would not be good salesmanship. Unless 
he can unite, integrate, in the purchaser’s mind, the reasons 
for buying and the reasons for not buying, his future sales 
will be imperilled, he will not be the highest grade salesman. 

Please note that this goes beyond what the psychologist 
whom I quoted at the beginning of this section told us. He 
said, “The salesman must create in you the attitude that 
you want his article.” Yes, but only if he creates this attitude 
by integration not by suppression. 

Apply all this to orders. An order often leaves the indi¬ 
vidual to whom it is given with two dissociated paths; an 
order should seek to unite, to integrate, dissociated paths. 
Court decisions often settle arbitrarily which of two ways is 
to be followed without showing a possible integration of the 
two, that is, the individual is often left with an internal con¬ 
flict on his hands. This is what both courts and business 
administration should try to prevent, the internal conflicts 
of individuals or groups. 

In discussing the preparation for giving orders, I have not 
spoken at all of the appeal to certain instincts made so 
important by many writers. Some writers, for instance, 
emphasize the instinct of self-assertion; this would be 
violated by too rigid orders or too clumsily-exercised 
authority. Other writers, of equal standing, tell us that there 
is an instinct of submission to authority. I cannot discuss 
this for we should first have to define instincts, too long an 
undertaking for us now. Moreover, the exaggerated interest 
in instincts of recent years, an interest which in many cases 
has received rather crude expression, is now subsiding. Or, 
rather, it is being replaced by the more fruitful interest in 
habits. 

There is much more that we could learn from psychology 
about the forming of habits and the preparation for giving 
orders than I can even hint at now. But there is one point, 
already spoken of by implication, that I wish to consider 
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more explicitly—namely, the manner of giving orders. Prob¬ 
ably more industrial trouble has been caused by the manner 
in which orders are given than in any other way. In the 
Report on Strikes and Lockouts , B a British Government publica¬ 
tion, the cause of a number of strikes is given as “alleged 
harassing conduct of the foreman,” “alleged tyrannical 
conduct of an under-foreman,” “alleged overbearing con¬ 
duct of officials.” The explicit statement, however, of the 
tyranny of superior officers as the direct cause of strikes is 
I should say, unusual, yet resentment smoulders and breaks 
out in other issues. And the demand for better treatment 
is often explicit enough. We find it made by the metal and 
woodworking trades in an aircraft factory, who declared 
that any treatment of men without regard to their feelings 
of self-respect would be answered by a stoppage of work. 
We find it put in certain agreements with employers that 
“the men must be treated with proper respect, and threats 
and abusive language must not be used.” 

What happens to a man, in a man, when an order is given 
in a disagreeable manner by foreman, head of department, 
his immediate superior in store, bank or factory? The man 
addressed feels that his self-respect is attacked, that one of 
his most inner sanctuaries is invaded. He loses his temper 
or becomes sullen or is on the defensive; he begins thinking 
of his “rights”—a fatal attitude for any of us. In the language 
we have been using, the wrong behaviour pattern is aroused, 
the wrong motor-set; that is, he is now “set” to act in a way 
which is not going to benefit the enterprise in which he is 
engaged. 

There is a more subtle psychological point here, too; the 
more you are “bossed” the more your activity of thought 
will take place within the bossing-pattern, and your part in 
that pattern seems usually to be opposition to the bossing. 

This complaint of the abusive language and the tyrannical 
treatment of the one just above the worker is an old story 

6 This is probably a reference to the Annual Reports and Comparative Statistics of 
Strikes and Lockouts, subsequently incorporated in the Annual Reports of the 
Ministry of Labour. 
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to vis all, but there is an opposite extreme which is far too 
little considered. The immediate superior officer is often so 
close to the worker that he does not exercise the proper 
duties of his position. Far from taking on himself an aggres¬ 
sive authority, he has often evaded one of the chief problems 
of his job: how to do what is implied in the fact that he has 
been put in a position over others. The head of the woman’s 
cloak department in a store will call out, “Say, Sadie, you’re 
36, aren’t you? There’s a woman down in the Back Bay 
kir lcin g about something she says you promised yesterday.” 
“Well, I like that,” says Sadie. “Some of those Back Bay 
women would kick in Heaven.” And that perhaps is about 
all that happens. Of course, the Back Bay lady has to be 
appeased, but there is often no study of what has taken place 
for the benefit of the store. I do not mean that a lack of 
connection between such incidents and the improvement of 
store technique is universal, but it certainly exists far too 
often and is one of the problems of those officials who are 
just above the heads of departments. Naturally, a woman 
does not want to get on bad terms with her fellow employees 
with whom she talks and works all day long. Consider the 
chief operator of the telephone exchanges, remembering 
that the chief operator is a member of the union, and that 
the manager is not. 

Depersonalizing Orders—Obeying the Law of the Situation 

Now what is our problem here? How can we avoid the 
two extremes: too great bossism in giving orders, and 
practically no orders given? I am going to ask how you are 
avoiding these extremes. My solution is to depersonalize the 
giving of orders, to unite all concerned in a study of the 
situation, to discover the law of the situation and obey that. 8 
Until we do this I do not think we shall have the most 
successful business administration. This is what does take 
place, what has to take place, when there is a question 

6 Cf. Creatine Experience, p, iaa:"We should notice, too, what is sometimes 
Forgotten, that in the social situation two processes always go on together: the 
adjustment of man and man, and the adjustment of man and the situation." 
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between two men in positions of equal authority. The head 
of the sales departments does not give orders to the head of 
the production department, or vice versa. Each studies the 
market and the final decision is made as the market demands. 
This is, ideally, what should take place between foremen 
and rank and file, between any head and his subordinates. 
One person should not give orders to another person , but both 
should agree to take their orders from the situation. If orders 
are simply part of the situation, the question of someone 
giving and someone receiving does not come up. Both accept 
the orders given by the situation. Employers accept the 
orders given by the situation; employees accept the orders 
given by the situation. This gives, does it not, a slightly 
different aspect to the whole of business administration 
through the entire plant? 

We have here, I think, one of the largest contributions of 
scientific management: it tends to depersonalize orders. 
From one point of view, one might call the essence of 
scientific management the attempt to find the law of the 
situation. With scientific management the managers are as 
much under orders as the workers, for both obey the law of 
the situation. Our job is not how to get people to obey orders, 
but how to devise methods by which we can best discover 
the order integral to a particular situation. When that is 
found, the employee can issue it to the employer, as well as 
employer to employee. This often happens easily and 
naturally. My cook or my stenographer points out the law 
of the situation, and I, if I recognize it as such, accept it, 
even although it may reverse some “order” I have given. 

If those in supervisory positions should depersonalize 
orders, then there would be no overbearing authority on 
the one hand, nor on the other that dangerous laissez-aller 
which comes from the fear of exercising authority. Of course 
we should exercise authority, but always the authority of 
the situation. I do not say that we have found the way to 
a frictionless existence, far from it, but we now understand 
the place which we mean to give to friction. We intend to 
set it to work for us as the engineer docs when he puts the 
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belt over the pulley. There will be just as much, probably 
more, room for disagreement in the method I am advocat¬ 
ing. The situation will often be seen differently, often be 
interpreted differently. But we shall know what to do with 
it, we shall have found a method of dealing with it. 

1 call it depersonalizing because there is not time to go 
any further into the matter. I think it really is a matter of 
repersonalizing. We, persons, have relations with each other, 
but we should find them in and through the whole situa¬ 
tion. We cannot have any sound relations with each other 
as long as we take them out of that setting which gives them 
their meaning and value. This divorcing of persons and the 
situation docs a great deal of harm. I have just said that 
scientific management depersonalizes; the deeper philosophy 
of scientific management shows us personal relations within 
the whole setting of that thing of which they are a part. 

There is much psychology, modern psychology particu¬ 
larly, which tends to divorce person and situation. What I 
am referring to is the present zest for “personality studies.” 
When some difficulty arises we often hear the psychologist 
whose specialty is personality studies say, “Study the psycho¬ 
logy of that man.” And this is very good advice, but only 
if at the same time we study the entire situation. To leave 
out the whole situation, however, is so common a blunder 
in the studies of these psychologists that it constitutes a serious 
weakness in their work. And as those of you who are per¬ 
sonnel directors have more to do, I suppose, with those 
psychologists who have taken personality for their specialty 
than with any others, I wish you would watch and see how 
often you find that this limitation detracts from the value 
of their conclusions. 

I said above that we should substitute for the long-distance 
order the face-to-face suggestion. I think we can now see 
a more cogent reason for this than the one then given. It is 
not the face-to-face suggestion that we want so much as the 
joint study of the problem, and such joint study can be made 
best by the employee and his immediate superior or employee 
and special expert on that question. 
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I began this talk by emphasizing the advisability of pre¬ 
paring in advance the attitude necessary for the carrying 
out of orders, as in the previous paper we considered pre¬ 
paring the attitude for integration; but we have now, in our 
consideration of the joint study of situations, in our emphasis 
on obeying the law of the situation, perhaps got a little 
beyond that, or rather we have now to consider in what 
sense we wish to take the psychologist’s doctrine of prepared- 
in-advance attitudes. By itself this would not take us far, 
for everyone is studying psychology nowadays, and our 
employees are going to be just as active in preparing us as 
we in preparing them! Indeed, a girl working in a factory 
said to me, “We had a course in psychology last winter, and 
I see now that you have to be pretty careful how you put 
things to the managers if you want them to consider favour¬ 
ably what you’re asking for.” If this prepared-in-advance 
idea were all that the psychologists think it, it would have 
to be printed privately as secret doctrine. But the truth is 
that the best preparation for integration in the matter of 
orders or in anything else, is a joint study of the situation. 
We should not try to create the attitude we want, although 
that is the usual phrase, but the attitude required for co¬ 
operative study and decision. This holds good even for the 
salesman. We said above that when the salesman is told that 
he should create in the prospective buyer the attitude that 
he wants the article, he ought also to be told that he should 
do this by integration rather than by suppression. We have 
now a hint of how he is to attain this integration. 

I have spoken of the importance of changing some of the 
language of business personnel relations. We considered 
whether the words “grievances,” “complaints,” or Ford’s 
“trouble specialists” did not arouse the wrong behaviour- 
patterns. I think “order” certainly does. If that word is not 
to mean any longer external authority, arbitrary authority, 
but the law of the situation, then we need a new word for 
it. It is often the order that people resent as much as the 
thing ordered. People do not like to be ordered even to take 
a holiday. I have often seen instances of this. The wish to 
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govern one’s own life is, of course, one of the most funda¬ 
mental feelings in every human being. To call this “the 
instinct of self-assertion,” "the instinct of initiative,” does 
ncrt express it wholly. I think it is told in the life of some 
famous American that when he was a boy and his mother 
said, “Go get a pail of water,” he always replied, “I won’t,” 
before taking up the pail and fetching the water. This is 
significant; he resented the command, the command of a 
person; but he went and got the water, not, I believe, 
because he had to, but because he recognized the demand 
of the situation. That, he knew he had to obey; that, he was 
willing to obey. And this kind of obedience is not opposed 
to the wish to govern one’s self, but each is involved in the 
other; both are part of the same fundamental urge at the 
root of one’s being. We have here something far more pro¬ 
found than "the egoistic impulse” or "the instinct of self- 
assertion.” We have the very essence of the human being. 

This subject of orders has led us into the heart of the whole 
question of authority and consent. When we conceive of 
authority and consent as parts of an inclusive situation, does 
that not throw a flood of light on this question? The point 
of view here presented gets rid of several dilemmas which 
have seemed to puzzle people in dealing with consent. The 
feeling of being “under” someone, of "subordination,” of 
“servility,” of being “at the will of another,” comes out 
again and again in the shop stewards movement and in the 
testimony before the Coal Commission. One man said before 
the Coal Commission, “It is all right to work with anyone; 
what is disagreeable is to feel too distinctly that you are 
working under anyone.” With is a pretty good preposition, 
not because it connotes democracy, but because it connotes 
functional unity, 7 a much more profound conception than 
that of democracy as usually held. The study of the situa¬ 
tion involves the with preposition. Then Sadie is not left 
alone by the head of the cloak department, nor does she 

7 If it is understood p indicating an interweaving, not mere addition 
( . P ; Note. To distinguish between Miss Folictt*s own notations and the 
editorial notes, we are initialling the former, as here. 
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have to obey her. The head of the department says, “Let’s 
see how such cases had better be handled, then we’ll abide 
by that.” Sadie is not under the head of the department, 
but both are under the situation. 

Twice I have had a servant applying for a place ask me 
if she would be treated as a menial. When the first woman 
asked me that, I had no idea what she meant, I thought 
perhaps she did not want to do the roughest work, but later 
I came to the conclusion that to be treated as a menial meant 
to be obliged to be under someone, to follow orders without 
using one’s own judgment. If we believe that what heightens 
self-respect increases efficiency, we shall be on our guard 
here. 

Very closely connected with this is the matter of pride in 
one’s work. If an order goes against what the craftsman or 
the clerk thinks is the way of doing his work which will bring 
the best results, he is justified in not wishing to obey that 
order. Could not that difficulty be met by a joint study of 
the situation? It is said that it is characteristic of the British 
workman to feel, “I know my job and won’t be told how.” 
The peculiarities of the British workman might be met by 
a joint study of the situation, it being understood that he 
probably has more to contribute to that study than anyone 
else. 

(I should like to say incidentally here, that what I am 
talking about when I say joint study is entirely different from 
what is being advocated in England, and tried out in mine 
and factory, as “the independent investigation of the 
worker,” “independent workers’ control.” I think they are 
on quite the wrong track in this matter, and this I shall try 
to show in a later paper.) 

There is another dilemma which has to be met by every¬ 
one who is in what is called a position of authority: how can 
you expect people merely to obey orders and at the same 
time to take that degree of responsibility which they should 
take? Indeed, in my experience, the people who enjoy 
following orders blindly, without any thought on their own 
part, are those who like thus to get rid of responsibility. But 
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the taking of responsibility, each according to his capacity, 
each according to his function in the whole (all that we shall 
take up in the next paper under the title of Business as an 
Integrative Unity), this taking of responsibility is usually the 
most vital matter in the life of every human being, just as 
the allotting of responsibility is the most important part of 
business administration. 

A young trade unionist said to me, “How much dignity 
can I have as a mere employee?” He can have all the dignity 
in the world if he is allowed to make his fullest contribution 
to the plant and to assume definitely the responsibility therefor. 

I think one of the gravest problems before us is how to 
make the reconciliation between receiving orders and taking 
responsibility. And I think the reconciliation can be made 
through our conception of the law of the situation. 

Obedience and Liberty 

I have spoken of several dilemmas: how to take orders 
and yet not to be “under” someone, how to take orders and 
yet to keep one’s pride in one’s work, how to take orders 
and yet to have a share in responsibility. There is still an¬ 
other dilemma troubling many people which our present 
point of view helps to solve—namely, whether you can have 
obedience and liberty." That group of political scientists and 
guild socialists who are denying the power of the State, say 
that we cannot have obedience and liberty. I think they are 
wholly wrong, but I think we should ask ourselves to what 
we owe obedience. Surely only to a functional unity of which 
we are a part, to which we are contributing. I agree with 
the guild socialists that the State is not that now. Those 
who are concerned with the reorganization of industry should 
take warning from the failures of the state. 

James Myers, author of Representative Government in Industry ,» 
comes near involving himself in this dilemma of the political 
scientists when he tells us that men in industry have so long 
merely obeyed orders that we have there a real social danger. 

8 Cf. The New Slate, Chapters XXVIII-XXXII, on political pluralism. 

* Doubleday-Doran, New York, 1924. 
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He says, “We must reawaken the instinct of self-assertion.” 
While I think Myers recognizes a real problem here, I 
certainly do not think that the instinct of self-assertion needs 
to be reawakened in many of us. 

We have considered the subject of symbols. It is often very 
apparent that an order is a symbol. The referee in the game 
stands watch in hand, and says, “Go.” It is an order, but 
order only as symbol. I may say to an employee, “Do so 
and so,” but I should say it only because we have both 
agreed, openly or tacitly, that that which I am ordering 
done is the best thing to be done. The order is then a symbol. 
And if it is a philosophical and psychological truth that we 
owe obedience only to a functional unity to which we are 
contributing, we should remember that a more accurate way 
of stating that would be to say that our obligation is to a 
unifying, to a process. 

This brings us now to one of our most serious problems 
in this matter of orders. It is important, but we can touch 
on it only briefly; it is what we spoke of in the foregoing 
paper as the evolving situation. I am trying to show here 
that the order must be integral to the situation and must 
be recognized as such. But we saw that the situation was 
always developing. If the situation is never stationary, then 
the order should never be stationary, so to speak; how to 
prevent it from being so is our problem. The situation is 
changing while orders are being carried out, because, by 
and through orders being carried out. How is the order to 
keep up with the situation? External orders never can, only 
those drawn fresh from the situation. 

Moreover, if taking a responsible attitude toward experience 
involves recognizing the evolving situation, a conscious atti¬ 
tude toward experience means that we note the change 
which the developing situation makes in ourselves; the 
situation does not change without changing us. 

To summarize, what have we learned from these two 
papers on the subject of the giving of orders? That, integra¬ 
tion being the basic law of life, orders should be the com¬ 
posite conclusion of those who give and those who receive 
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them; more than this, that they should be the integration 
of the people concerned and the situation; more even than 
this, that they should be the integrations involved in the 
evolving situation. If you accept my three fundamental 
statements on this subject: (i) that the order should be the 
law of the situation; (2) that the situation is always evolving; 
(3) that orders should involve circular not linear behaviour 
—then we see that our old conception of orders has some¬ 
what changed, and that there should therefore follow definite 
changes in business practice. 

There is a problem so closely connected with the giving 
of orders that I want to put it before you for future discus¬ 
sion. After we have decided on our orders, we have to con¬ 
sider how much and what kind of supervision is necessary 
or advisable in order that they shall be carried out. We all 
know that many workers object to being watched. What 
does that mean, how far is it justifiable? How can the objec¬ 
tionable element be avoided and at the same time necessary 
supervision given? I do not think that this matter has been 
studied sufficiently. When I asked a very intelligent girl 
what she thought would be the result of profit-sharing and 
employee representation in the factory where she worked, 
she replied joyfully, “We shan’t need foremen any more.” 
While her entire ignoring of the fact that the foreman has 
other duties than keeping workers on their jobs was amusing, 
one wants to go beyond one’s amusement and find out what 
this objection to being watched really means. 

In a case in Scotland arising under the Minimum Wage 
Act, the overman was called in to testify whether or not a 
certain workman did his work properly. The examination 
was as follows: 

Magistrate: “But isn’t it your duty under the Mines Act 
to visit each working place twice a day?” 

Overman: “Yes.” 

Magistrate: “Don’t you do it?” 

Overman: “Yes.” 

Magistrate: “Then why didn’t you ever see him work?” 
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Overman: “They always stop work when they see an over¬ 
man. coming and sit down and wait till he’s gone—even take 
out their pipes, if it’s a mine free from gas. They won’t let 
anyone watch them.” 

An equally extreme standard was enforced for a part of 
the war period at a Clyde engineering works. The chairman 
of shop stewards was told one morning that there was a 
grievance at the smithy. He found one of the blacksmiths 
in a rage because the managing director in his ordinary 
morning’s walk through the works had stopped for five 
minutes or so and watched this man’s fire. After a shop 
meeting the chairman took up a deputation to the director 
and secured the promise that this should not happen again. 
At the next works meeting the chairman reported the inci¬ 
dent to the body of workers, with the result that a similar 
demand was made throughout the works and practically 
acceded to, so that the director hardly dared to stop at all 
in his morning’s walk. 

I have seen similar instances cited. Many workmen feel 
that being watched is unbearable. What can we do about 
it? How can we get proper supervision without this watching 
which a worker resents? Supervision is necessary; supervision 
is resented,—how are we going to make the integration 
there? Some say, “Let the workers elect the supervisors.” 
I do not believe in that. 

There are three other points closely connected with the 
subject of this paper which I should like merely to point 
out. First, when and how do you point out mistakes, mis¬ 
conduct? One principle can surely guide us here: don’t blame 
for the sake of blaming, make what you have to say accom¬ 
plish something; say it in that form, at that time, under 
those circumstances, which will make it a real education to 
your subordinate. Secondly, since it is recognized that the 
one who gives the orders is not as a rule a very popular 
person, the management sometimes tries to offset this by 
allowing the person who has this onus upon him to give any 
pleasant news to the workers, to have the credit of any in¬ 
novation which the workers very much desire. One manager 
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told me that he always tried to do this. I suppose that 
this is good behaviouristic psychology, and yet I am not sure 
that it is a method I wholly like. It is quite different, how¬ 
ever, in. the case of a mistaken order having been given; 
then I think the one who made the mistake should certainly 
be the one to rectify it, not as a matter of strategy, but be¬ 
cause it is better for him too. It is better for all of us not only 
to acknowledge our mistakes, but to do something about 
them. If a foreman discharges someone and it is decided to 
reinstate the man, it is obviously not only good tactics but 
a square deal to the foreman to allow him to do the 
reinstating. 

There is, of course, a great deal more to this matter of 
giving orders than we have been able to touch on; far from 
exhausting the subject, I feel that I have only given hints. 
I have been told that the artillery men suffered more men¬ 
tally in the war than others, and the reason assigned for 
this was that their work was directed from a distance. The 
combination of numbers by which they focused their fire 
was telephoned to them. The result was also at a distance. 
Their activity was not closely enough connected with the 
actual situation at either end. 

One matter in regard to giving orders which seems to me 
of the utmost importance for business administration, I wish 
you would enlighten me about. When the numbers of 
employees are as large and as widely scattered as in the case 
of the Elevated and Telephone employees, how should the 
orders be conveyed? Someone said to me one day, “How 
do you suppose the Elevated gives its orders?” I didn’t know 
what she meant and asked her, and she replied, “The uni¬ 
form courtesy of the Elevated employees is such that I often 
wonder how the people at the top get their wishes across to 
so many widely scattered people.” 

Our time is more than up, but let me, in order to indicate 
the scope of this subject, mention some of the things we have 
not touched on, or not adequately: the relation of orders to 
training; the effect of the emotions (hope, fear, etc.) in the 
obeying of orders; how to keep control and yet give control 
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and responsibility to subordinates. Moreover, perhaps I 
have not said explicitly that the participation of employees 
in the planning of orders should take place before the order 
is given, not afterwards. After the order has been given the 
subordinate must obey. I certainly believe in authority—of 
the right kind. And I am sure that I have not emphasized 
sufficiently the careful, painstaking study that is necessary if 
we are to anticipate how orders will be received, A man 
grumbles at an order; this makes trouble and the one over 
him says: “Why is that man kicking?” and he begins to study 
the situation. But perhaps by that time it is too late; the 
trouble has perhaps got too much headway. To anticipate 
the kicks, to learn the most successful methods of doing this, 
is an important part of the work of the order-giver. 

I began this talk by saying that I was going to consider 
order-giving merely as an illustration of a method, the 
method of taking a conscious and responsible attitude toward 
our experience. I feel strongly on this point, on the necessity 
of taking a responsible attitude toward our experience. We 
students of social and industrial research are often lament¬ 
ably vague. We sometimes do not even know what we know 
and what we do not know. We can avoid this vagueness only 
(x) by becoming conscious of what we believe in, (2) of what 
we do not believe in, and (3) by recognizing the large 
debatable ground in between those two fields and trying our 
experiments there. Don’t let us try experiments where they 
are not needed, in regard to matters about which we have 
already made up our minds. For instance, there are certain 
things which people continue to urge about employee repre¬ 
sentation which are almost universally accepted. There is no 
need of saying these particular things any longer, there is no 
need of studying them; let us give our efforts to the things 
we don’t know—there are plenty of them. 

Another point: we should always know whether we are 
considering principles or methods. A confusion here is dis¬ 
astrous, as we often see in discussion. I have heard a discus¬ 
sion on whether shop-committee meetings should be held in 
company time, which seemed to me quite beside the mark 
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because the distinction was not being made between the 
principles underlying the matter and the possible methods 
of carrying out the principles. Some were talking about one, 
and some about the other. Moreover, let us not confuse our 
methods one with the other; let us try out one until we have 
come to some conclusion about it. As a coach used to tell 
the Harvard boat crew, “It’s better to have a method and 
stick to it, even if it’s not the best possible method.” 

This is all involved in what I spoke of as taking a conscious 
and responsible attitude toward experience. It is also taking 
a scientific attitude. The growing appreciation of the advan¬ 
tage of such an attitude is evidenced by the subject chosen 
for this course of conferences: the scientific foundations of business 
administration. 
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BUSINESS AS AN INTEGRATIVE UNITY 1 

A man said to me once, a man working on a salary as the 
head of a department in a factory, “I’m no wage-earner, 
working so many hours a day; if I wake up at midnight and 
have an idea that might benefit the factory, it belongs to the 
factory.” His implication was that the wage-earner would 
not feel this. Can business reach its maximum of efficiency 
and service unless it is so organized that the wage-earner 
does feel this? 

But the subject we are considering, that of integrative 
unity, goes far beyond the question of the worker’s place in 
industry. It seems to me that the first test of business admin¬ 
istration, of industrial organization, should be whether you 
have a business with all its parts so co-ordinated, so moving 
together in their closely knit and adjusting activities, so 
linking, interlocking, interrelating, that they make a working 
unit —that is, not a congeries of separate pieces, but what I 
have called a functional whole or integrative unity. I have 
taken these phrases from Kempf, the psychobiologist. They 
seem to me to represent one of the most profound of philo¬ 
sophical and psychological principles, and one which helps 
us very materially in working out practical methods of busi¬ 
ness organization. For this principle applies to the relation 
of men, the relation of services, the relation of departments, 
the last of which I have found one of the weakest points in 
the businesses which I have studied. How are we to get an 
integrative unity? How are we to know when we have it? 
What tests are there which will show us when we are 
approaching it? 

I once asked a girl who worked in a factory where profit- 
sharing had been introduced, what difference it had made 
1 See note, p. 30; this paper was presented in January, 1925. 
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in her attitude, and she replied: “We have a garden in the 
factory grounds and of course I never used to pick any of the 
flowers, they didn’t belong to me; but since IVe felt myself 
a partner, I go in and pick the pansies.” Remembering the 
Peter Piper of my nursery days, I said: “If all the partners 
picked the pansies, where would the pansies be for the 
partners to pick?” 

What then does an integrative unity mean if it does not 
mean picking the pansies or taking a free ride on the railroad 
because I am a stockholder? Does employee representation 
give us the kind of unity we are seeking? This has seldom 
been even the aim of employee representation. To many the 
introduction of Works Councils, of Shop Committees, has 
meant merely changing the field of collective bargaining. 
Mr. W. L. Stoddard says, in his book on The Shop Committee, 
“Collective bargaining is the fundamental theory on which 
the shop committee rests.” And he says it approvingly. We 
see the same thing stated again and again. I do not think 
we are going greatly to strengthen business and industrial 
organization by this conception. It seems to me that the aim 
of employee representation should be not merely to transfer 
the antagonism of “sides” to a different field, but to see how 
far sides—that is, controversial sides—can be done away 
with. Collective bargaining seems only a temporary expe¬ 
dient, for it has no real vitality as it does not create. It fixes 
the limits of wages, hours and conditions; it might be con¬ 
ceived perhaps as fixing certain limits to policies, but it does 
not create. It is on an entirely different principle that the 
policies of our great businesses are brought into being and 
operation. Collective bargaining will go on, I hope, until 
we have found something better, but I believe that some¬ 
thing better will be found, is being found. 2 

2 The term "bargaining" has come to be used pretty generally for all agree¬ 
ments between management and labour, yet some or these argreements are 
arrived at by a much more fruitful process than that of bargaining. I am not, 
when looking beyond "collective bargaining,” thinking of these agreements, 
but of that bargaining which rests wholly on the balance of power and ends 
with compromise. (M. P. F.) 
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Conferring versus Fighting 

Capital and labour must fight or unite. No gentlemanly 
name for fighting will change the essential nature of the 
relation between capital and labour in those plants where 
“sides” are sharply defined. Yet we must remember how 
strenuously the unions have opposed any blurring of the 
lines dividing management and workmen. Measures which 
aimed at greater unity of employers and employees have 
been denounced by the unions as class collaboration. 
W. Z. Foster and the extreme radicals attacked the Baltimore 
and Ohio Railway plan as class collaboration. Often I have 
heard that said of perfectly sincere efforts to bring the man¬ 
agement and the workmen into closer working relations. It 
is openly voiced by some of the intellectuals of the English 
Labour Party. Those who prefer to see industrial relations 
as a fight do not wish to make a unit of the plant. There are 
unionists who, reading what I have to say, might think me 
unfriendly to labour. I think I am showing the only way 
that labour can permanently prosper. 

We want to do away with the fight attitude, to get rid of 
sides. Yet there is a sense in which sides are necessary to the 
richness of that unity which we are here considering, essen¬ 
tial even to its existence in any real sense. In any conference 
between managers and workers the representatives of the 
workers should represent the workers’ point of view, but, 
as has been pointed out by one of our most thoughtful manu¬ 
facturers, the workers’ point of view of what is best for the 
plant as a whole. There is a vast difference here. And this 
principle holds good not only for conferences between man¬ 
agement and workmen, but in any committee or conference 
in the business. In a meeting of the superintendents of depart¬ 
ments, each should consider, not merely what is good for his 
department, but the good of the business as viewed from his 
department. Please notice the last phrase; I do not say that 
he should consider what is good for the whole business and 
end my sentence there, as is so often done. I say what is good 
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for the whole as seen from his department. We do want sides in 
this sense. 

The question of pay for attendance at Works Councils is 
interesting in connection with this point, the viewing of the 
whole from an integral part of the whole. In some plants 
time spent in the Works Councils is paid for, in others not. 
In the latter case the assumption apparently is that the 
workmen are in those meetings looking after their own 
interests; if it were considered that they were working for 
the whole plant, then it would seem as if those meetings 
should be held in company time. 

We have then a test for sides whenever they appear. Are 
they fighting sides or integrative sides? Are they sides which 
expect antagonism, arouse the impulse of self-protection 
against exploitation, or are they parts of a functional unity? 
If we wish to foster the latter and abolish the former, those 
set within the fight-pattern, let us see how it can be done. 

It is, happily, generally recognized to-day that the first 
step in any controversy, in any discussion, and not only 
between managers and workmen, but on boards of directors, 
between fellow managers or wherever, should be to examine 
the situation irrespective of sides, to get at the facts. We 
spoke of this when we were considering the question of 
integration. In one factory I have visited, I found the workers 
much interested in time-studies, cost-of-living charts, etc., 
and it seemed to me very significant that it should be in this 
factory, where the facts relative to cost of production were 
being studied by the workers themselves, that I heard com¬ 
promise denounced, surely an indication that the fight 
attitude was weakening among them. One man said to me: 
“When I worked in a shoe shop, the men were talking all the 
time of compromise, but here we are shown what we really 
earn.” Others spoke of their objection to the Works Councils 
making requests on the compromise basis. “Let them ask,” 
I heard said, “for what they really think right and then the 
managers will think them reasonable.” This is interesting, 
I think, when we know so many college professors who are 
still preaching compromise, so many diplomats who are still 
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working for compromise as the apex of their endeavours. 

Moreover when we are looking at the actual situation we 
are more likely to follow the process necessary to integration, 
the breaking up of a whole situation into its component 
parts and considering these separately. My own experience 
is that nothing gets rid of sides so quickly as this process. 
When minimum wage boards vote on a cost-of-living 
budget as a whole, employees and employers are lined up on 
different sides; when they take up the items one by one I 
have invariably seen both employers and employees on each 
side in the vote. This is because each one is then looking at 
the facts, at what food, for instance, does actually cost in the 
year 1924,; he is not thinking what his “side” would like to 
pay the girl. 

Again, in a factory where I believe there is an honest 
endeavour to get at the facts irrespective of sides, one of the 
employees said to me of the conference committees: “The 
line-up is not always of managers on one side and workmen 
on the other; each question is considered on its merits, and 
managers as often change their opinions as workmen.” 
Employers can take sides and fight over what wages they 
would like to give, the unions over what wages they would 
like to receive, but neither can fight over the question 
whether girls are actually paying $6.00 or $8.00 a week for 
board—this is an ascertainable fact. 

I think it a good plan moreover, whenever possible, not 
only that a study of the situation should be made irrespective 
of sides, but that it should be co-operatively undertaken, as 
in the case of a board I was on where we could not agree 
even on the facts so long as each side was getting them 
separately and pitting one set of facts against the other. 
When a sub-committee of both employers and employees 
was appointed to gather these facts co-operatively, that was 
a big step toward final agreement. 8 

In the factory just spoken of, where the line-up in confer¬ 
ence, it was said, is not always of managers on one side and 
workmen on the other, I heard few complaints of the 

8 Cf. Creative Experience, Chapter I, “Experience and the Expert.” 
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management. But 1 found, on the other hand, that the repre¬ 
sentatives of the workmen were very wary about going back 
to their constituents and praising the managers because 
then their fellow employees might think they were trying to 
curry favour; as I heard one girl say, “Oh, he just wants to 
be foreman.” But this fear of speaking well of the manage¬ 
ment, which at first glance might seem unfortunate, works 
out well, for finding it poor policy to praise, and having little 
fault to find, there is a tendency to describe to their fellow 
workers quite impersonally what has taken place. There is 
a tendency for the situation to be depersonalized and to be 
presented as depending on the facts of the case. This seems 
to me admirable. 

When we have got thus far, we find that we have gone a 
long way toward looking at conference as a matter of con¬ 
ferring, not as a matter of fighting. It is indeed encouraging 
for the future of business administration that we see so many 
indications of a growing appreciation of this. A workman 
in a large plant said to me: “You don’t go into a conference 
committee with a gun under your coat, and that does away 
with suspicion, for when a man has a gun under his coat, he 
always thinks the other fellow has two under his.” One of the 
girls said: “When I first went to a conference committee, I 
thought I was going there to give my criticism to the man¬ 
agement, but I came to understand that co-operation means 
also taking criticism from the management, and I am more 
willing now to take it.” One man said: “I feel in a confer¬ 
ence committee that I’m an agent for both sides.” I think 
that a great achievement for that firm, as great as their suc¬ 
cess in production. I believe it contributes to their success in 
production, for this sense of double responsibility I could 
see increased this man’s feeling of self-respect, of the dignity 
of his work, and everything which does that tends to increase 
the production efficiency of the plant. 

I hope it will be understood that I do not intend all this to 
apply merely to managers and workmen. I think on every 
board, in every committee, the same effort should be made, 
namely, to substitute conferring for fighting, to recognize 
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that there are two kinds of difference, the difference which 
disrupts and the difference which may, if properly handled, 
more firmly unite, and to realize that if unity is the aim of 
conference, it is not because unity in the sense of peace is 
our primary object—you can get peace at any moment if 
your sledge hammer is big enough—but because we are 
seeking an integrative unity as the foundation of business 
development. 

The Meaning of Collective Responsibility—Reconciling 
Centralization and Decentralization 

An appreciation of the difference between controversial 
sides and integrative sides is necessary for the discussion of 
that “collective responsibility for production,” which we hear 
so often advocated to-day. There are two quite different 
conceptions of collective responsibility depending upon 
whether one has accepted the notion of integrative unities. 
The Mines Act of igu gave the English miners power to 
appoint an inspector of their own to make a complete ex¬ 
amination of the machinery once a month. This was called 
joint responsibility, but it was not the joint responsibility 
which is one of the tests of integrative unity. Some one writ¬ 
ing approvingly of this Act said that it implied “a definite, 
statutory right of the workers to take an active and inde¬ 
pendent part in the prevention of accident.” It is the “in¬ 
dependent” part that I do not believe in. This Act was not 
taken advantage of widely because of the fear that adverse 
reports would mean loss of jobs, but even if it had been, it is 
probable that the reports of manager’s inspector and workers’ 
inspector would have differed; it is co-operative investiga¬ 
tion and co-operative responsibility that we need. In the 
wood-working industries, however, another method was 
followed; a joint study was made of the dangers arising from 
the use of wood-working machinery. This seems to me to 
rest on sounder principles. 

Responsibility for technique as well as for safety has been 
claimed and gained in many instances in England. The 


77 



DYNAMIC ADMINISTRATION 

miners at a Yorkshire pit appointed a controller to super¬ 
vise the distribution of mines underground and paid half his 
salary. Again, in the Nottingham lace factories, where de¬ 
ductions are made from the pay for spoiled work, quality is 
judged by a committee of the weavers. These are perhaps 
all good things as steps, as recognition of labour, but I do 
not think they should be cited as instances of joint re¬ 
sponsibility. I think we shall be in danger of sides in the 
objectionable sense until all such activities are truly joint 
activities. The joint responsibility of management and 
labour is an interpenetrating responsibility, and is utterly 
different from responsibility divided off into sections, 
management having some and labour some. Mr. Tawney 
has advocated strenuously the maintenance of professional 
standards by crafts. This is excellent advice, yet we should 
remember that management too has something to do with 
the maintenance of professional standards among workmen. 
Indeed the responsibility of unions is perhaps something of 
an anachronism to-day, since the place of the crafts in 
modern industry is so very different from what it was in the 
early days of trade unionism. 

We have in America an excellent example of a very real 
appreciation of joint responsibility for technique in the large 
unanimity of opinion that job analysis should be a matter for 
experts, managers and workers together. 

I have been speaking of the demand of English workers 
for an “independent” responsibility. The fallacy involved 
in the word independent seems to me to run through much 
of the literature of the English Labour Party. Many of the 
Labour Party are suspicious of “joint control” because it 
might not allow room for what they call “independent” 
control. One writer says that the test of all forms of joint 
control “must be whether in the particular instance . . . the 
workers’ side is independently active.” Surely this is the 
wrong expression. The worker should be active in the fullest 
degree possible, but not “independently” active. The ques¬ 
tion, says this author, is: “Are the workers to play an active 
part in shaping policy?” Yes, but not an independent part. 

78 



BUSINESS AS AN INTEGRATIVE UNITY 

This author speaks of “the test of actual independence of 
function,” and again of “the test whether or not the workers’ 
side does actually exert an independent force.” Independent 
power? Are we always going to want independent power? 
Or shall we sometimes see that we actually get more in¬ 
dependent power through joint power? Much could be said 
on this point. 

On the employers’ side there is often a corresponding 
mistake. Employers sometimes speak of dividing responsi¬ 
bility when they are merely shirking responsibility. Many 
people will avoid a decision in order to avoid being held 
responsible for the consequences. I know a case of a husband 
and wife where the husband is autocratic and likes to make 
the decisions, but when he thinks a particular decision may 
go wrong he leaves it to his wife! When, therefore, I hear 
that the workers are going to be given more responsibility, I 
do not rejoice over that fact at once; I wait to look into the 
matter and see what it means. A responsibility spread out 
thin may save your face when things go wrong, but will not 
correct the wrong. Responsibility will never take the place of 
technique; let us make no mistake about that. 

It is evident, I hope, therefore, that I am not advocating 
the mere diffusion of responsibility. A large part of business 
success depends upon how far we can, after allotting re¬ 
sponsibility to committees or division superintendents or 
foremen (we all know how dangerous it is to short-circuit 
the foreman), how far we can then make these various 
responsibilities interpenetrate. 

I am often misunderstood on this point of collective 
responsibility. People sometimes think when I emphasize 
collective responsibility, that I do not believe in decentraliza¬ 
tion. I know no one who believes more strongly in de¬ 
centralization than I do, but I believe that collective re¬ 
sponsibility and decentralized responsibility must go hand in 
hand; more than that, I think they are parts of the same 
thing. Books on business administration often discuss con¬ 
centrated authority versus distributed authority, but I do 
not think this discussible. I recently read in an article on 
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business administration that we must find a happy mean 
between centralization and decentralization. I do not think 
that, for I believe we should have both. When the National 
Joint Council of Electrical Contractors and Electrical 
Workers was formed, it was found that joint local councils 
and joint district councils were necessary through which the 
national body could function and work out a national policy. 
That centralization and decentralization are not opposed 
is, I believe, the central lesson for business administration to 
learn. To understand this principle and to devise methods 
for its operation is what we must all work at daily if industry 
and the government of nations are not to fail. I do not 
mini m ize the difficulties we shall meet. This is one of our 
gravest problems: how to foster local initiative and at the 
same time get the advantages of centralization. The problem 
is grave, but we must face it; we want no compromise in this 
matter. 

Let us note here a very marked difference between being 
responsible for a functional whole, what we are here con¬ 
sidering, and being responsible for our function in the whole, 
which has been given far more consideration in the past. 
We have been so delighted with what has sometimes been 
called the functional theory, that is, the division of work so 
that each can do what he is best fitted for, that we have 
tended to forget that our responsibility does not end with 
doing conscientiously and well our particular piece of the 
whole, but that we are also responsible for the whole.* A 
business should be so organized that all will feel this respon¬ 
sibility. We see it in the case of the home. The wife has her 
duties and the husband his, but in addition to these, or 
rather by means of these, each has to do his and her part 
to make the home bear its significance in the life of the com¬ 
munity, serve its maximum degree of service to the com¬ 
munity. We do try to make our children feel this; I wish we 
could extend it to the rest of our household, to our servants. 

* Cf, The New State, Chapter XXX, for a criticism of Vocational Representa¬ 
tion. The underlying theory of the relation of functional parts to the whole is 
there developed in regard to the state in the same way as here applied to 
business organization. 
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What greater dignifying of labour could there be than that 
which comes from a sense of joint responsibility in com¬ 
munity service? 

This is the problem in business administration: how can 
a business be so organized that workers s managers, owners, 
feel a collective responsibility? The advantages of creating 
a sense of individual responsibility have long been noted as 
one of the cardinal principles of business administration, 
and many have leaned toward employee representation 
because they thought it was developing this. Some say in 
the language of the old maxim: Responsibility sobers. Or 
as one young manager said to me of his workmen, “They 
don’t have so many darn fool ideas now.” The idea of a 
collective responsibility, however, has been neither fully 
accepted nor the methods of obtaining it worked out, 

I think myself that collective responsibility should begin 
with group responsibility, that a form of departmental 
organization which includes the workers is the most effective 
method for unifying a business . 8 In one business, where there 
is a strong feeling on the part of the managers that the 
worker should be given responsibility to his full capacity, 
group responsibility is encouraged wherever possible. For 
instance, the chauffeurs asked for shorter hours. They were 
given a fifty-four hour week with overtime, and the chair¬ 
man and secretary of the chauffeur group, acting for the 
group, assumed the responsibility for each man giving an 
honest week’s work. We see the next step in collective 
responsibility, interdepartmental relations, in a store where, 
for instance, the elevator force has meetings at which are 
considered how the elevator force can help the store super¬ 
intendent, how it can help the charge office, the advertising 
office, the information bureau, the mail order department, 
etc. Such steps are, of course, mere beginnings in the solving 
of what seems to me the crux of business administration, 
the relation of departments, of functions, however you wish 

* Cf. The New Stale, p. 245: ". . . the State must be the actual integration of 
S rou P 3 i thereby finding ways of dealing directly with its individual 
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to put it. Any study of business as an integrative unity should, 
I think, make this problem its chief concern. 

An understanding of this principle of integrative unity 
which we are considering will keep us not only from a false 
individualism, but also from a false altruism. For instance, 
if we dislike many of the old ways of hiring and firing which 
often left too much to the mere whim of the foreman, we 
sometimes say that we dislike these methods because they 
are not fair to the workman, but the truth is that we do not 
change these methods in order to benefit the workman only, 
but because the change will benefit the business as a whole. 
Or take the necessity of regularizing employment so that 
seasonal or so-called “cyclical" fluctuations will be reduced. 
This need should not be taken up solely as a grievance of 
labour, for there is loss in overhead as well as loss to the 
employees. Again, the arbitrator should arbitrate for the 
institution. This should go without saying, but a union girl 
asked, “Is he pro-labour?” You can be for labour without 
being against capital; you can be for the institution. 

When you have made your employees feel that they are in 
some sense partners in the business, they do not improve the 
quality of their work, save waste in time and material, be¬ 
cause of the Golden Rule, but because their interests are the 
same as yours. Over and over again in the past we have 
heard it said to workmen, “If this were your material, you 
wouldn’t waste it,” and over and over again that admoni¬ 
tion fails. We find, however, that when there is some feeling 
in a plant, more or less developed, that that business is a 
working unit, we find then that the workman is more careful 
of material, that he saves time in lost motions, in talking 
over annoyances, that he helps the new hand by explaining 
things to him, that he helps the fellow working at his side 
by calling attention to the end of a roll on the machine, 
etc. This is the Golden Rule taken behaviouristically. It is, 
by the way, the Golden Rule taken idealistically, too, for 
a functional whole is a much higher conception than our 
old notion of the Golden Rule. 

Before we leave the subject of joint responsibility, I should 
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like to consider the matter of how far it should go. We might 
base our discussion of this on a case which came up in 
Wisconsin some years ago. After the workmen’s compensa¬ 
tion law was passed in Wisconsin, a case in dispute rami- 
before the Industrial Commission for decision. A teamster 
got drunk in his employer’s time, fell off his wagon and was 
killed. His widow petitioned for the amount of indemnity 
to be paid by the employer and won. The Supreme Court 
sustained the decision and later the Legislature sustained 
their opinion by making the law more explicit. Professor 
Commons tells us that back of the overt reasoning in this 
case there was the feeling of group responsibility. “On the 
former legal theory of individual responsibility,” he says, 
“these decisions could not be justified. Only on a theory of 
partnership or solidarity of interest can they find justifica¬ 
tion. Employer and employee are engaged in a common 
enterprise. They jointly assume the risks and share the 
burdens and the benefits of the enterprise. More than that 
they share each other’s frailties.” I cannot see the matter 
wholly in this light, but a principle recently and soberly 
embodied in the law of one of our states is worth 
consideration. 

I want to add one word more in regard to this conception 
of joint responsibility, joint control, and that is to point out 
that what we are considering is not at all the same as the 
conception of reciprocity so often advocated. I disagree with 
Professor Commons that “loyalty is an expectation of 
reciprocity.” Our obligations, our responsibilities, our 
loyalty, should be, as we said of obedience in the previous 
lecture, to a functional unity of which we are a part. Robert 
Valentine said: “Employers should stop talking about the 
loyalty of their employees until they are ready to make an 
equal noise talking about their loyalty to employees.” This 
was well worth saying, but if Mr. Valentine were here to-day 
he would say, I think, that this is a rather crude way of 
looking at the matter compared with our present conception 
of loyalty as part of the process of creating business uni ties. 
Joint loyalty, then, joint responsibility, are very different 
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conceptions when considered as an interweaving of obliga¬ 
tions and when considered as a reciprocity of obligations. 

I wish you would make a note of this fallacy wherever you 
find it, in your reading or in your observation of business 
administration. For instance, Mr. Leiserson asks: “Does the 
company desire to do justice as the company sees it, or is 
the employer ready to administer justice to his employees 
as they understand justice?” But why should Mr. Leiserson 
think the latter any better than the former? It seems to me 
that it is just as true in regard to the standards for the con¬ 
duct of business as it is for control, responsibility, loyalty, 
that standards, too, must be jointly developed. And the 
immediate moral of that is that the organization of the plant 
should be such as to make this possible. 

The Redistribution of Function 

The first test of any part of business organization and 
administration should be, I think: how far does this make 
for integrative unity? Take the question often discussed, and 
sometimes made a practical issue, whether foremen should 
belong to unions. The arguments in this discussion are not 
based on the theory of integrative unity, but on the theory 
of sides, controversial sides. Indeed perhaps no one subject 
could throw more light on this subject than the foreman’s 
position, and if there had been time I had intended to give 
a section to that. If, however, we have not time for this or 
many other interesting questions, there is one point I wish 
to speak of, and that is that managing itself is an inter¬ 
penetrating matter, that the distinction between those who 
manage and those who are managed is somewhat fading. 
We are on the way, it seems to me, to a different analysis 
of services from that which we now have. This is the most 
valuable suggestion, I think, in a very valuable paper read 
by Mr. Dennison to the Taylor Society. Mr. Tawncy has 
also shown us that no sharp division can be drawn between 
management and labour, and that the line between them 
fluctuates widely from industry to industry with the nature 
of the work carried on. “There are certain occupations in 
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which an absolute separation between the planning and the 
perfor man ce of the work is, for technical reasons, impractic¬ 
able. A group of miners who are cutting and filling coal 
are ‘working’ hard enough. But very little coal will be cut 
. . . unless they display some of the qualities of scientific 
knowledge, prevision and initiative which are usually as¬ 
sociated with the word ‘management.’ What is true of miners 
is true, in different degrees, of men on a building job, or in 
the transport trades. They must exercise considerable discre¬ 
tion in their work because, unless they do, the work does 
not get done, and no amount of supervision can compensate 
for the absence of discretion.” That is a sentence worth 
remembering—no amount of supervision can compensate 
for the absence of discretion. 

We can all see daily the truth of the statement that not 
all the managing is done by the management, that workers 
are sometimes managing. I can see this clearly in my house¬ 
hold; if my cook plans my meals as well as cooks them, she 
does some of the managing of my household. It is claimed 
that the plan of the Baltimore and Ohio, of bi-weekly con¬ 
ferences between managers and employees in the workshops, 
has produced the following results: reduction in labour turn¬ 
over; routes of carrying material shortened and made easier; 
fuller and more regular operation made possible; the average 
delays per week behind schedule reduced; monthly materials 
per employee reduced; and the work of repairs greatly 
facilitated as well as the quality improved—the problem of 
getting a steady flow of adequate material was solved and 
certain difficulties in the tool-room which wasted time were 
straightened out. This is all part of the service of managing. 
But even when the workmen’s managerial capacity is not 
tested so far as this, there is usually room for some. Whenever 
labour uses its judgment in planning, that perhaps is manag¬ 
ing. If the worker is given a task and allowed to decide how 
he will do it, that perhaps is managing. It would not be 
possible to carry on a business if the workers did not do 
some managing. 

There are two ways, however, of looking at this matter of 
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managing ability among the workmen. One executive says- 
"Vv> wanted to get any managing ability there was, f rom 
counter, stock-room, truck delivery or wherever, into the 
management. We wanted it for ourselves as well as to help 
the. people advance.” This is certainly sound business sense, 
but then in addition to this, it seems to me that there is 
another attitude to he taken. It should be recognized that 
almost everyone has some managing ability, even if it be 
very little, and opportunity should be given each man to 
exer* isc what he has on his actual job. If all on the man¬ 
agerial force have -as, of course, they have-initiative, 
creative imagination, organizing and executive ability, there 
are many workmen who are not entirely lacking in these 
qualities. Wc want to make use of what they have. 

If the job rtf every workman were analysed so that each 
trmdd understand what opportunities he had for managing, 
that might have both a direct and an indirect influence on 
production. Indirect because this might greatly increase the 
workman's .self-respect and pride in his work, which is so 
nece-sary for the best results. A workman who had sat on 
a goutl many conference committees said to me, with dignity 
and pride: "When I am on that committee I am the equal 
of anyone; of course when 1 go back to my work I am just 
a workman, but while I am on that committee I am the 
equal of the President himself.” I told that to the President 
anti he said: “lie must be made to feel that all the time.” 
Yes, but the dillieulty is how. I wish you would consider 
that. Perhaps one way would be so to analyse each man’s 
work that he would realize that he had some managing to 
do as well as the President.* 

'I*o he sure, the awards for suggestions given in so many 
plants now are a recognition that the workman has managing 

* CJ. Ct taint Evfxttfnet, p. »o: "Our aim in the so-called democratic organiza¬ 
tion -.1 imliitlry thuuld lx-, not to give the workmen a vote on things they know 
nothing about, but so to organize the plant that the worlunen’s experience can 
Itf add'd to that of the expert; we must see just where their experience will be a 
plus matter, anti we mutt plan tn have the workmen learn more and more of the 
tnihint v at a whole. Tn think that a man can come from his particular machine 
atul vote intelligently on the running of the business is exactly the mistake we 
have madr in politics." 
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ability. This recognition is, however, not yet sufficiently 
widespread. The post-office workers of England have 
repeatedly claimed that they have made suggestions for the 
improvement of the service which have been turned down. 
In a group of Derbyshire miners one man rose and said, 
“There isn’t a man in this room who hasn’t time and again 
made suggestions and been told that he was paid to work 
and not to think.” 

Whenever the trade unions show managing capacity, I 
think they do more for their cause than by any other of 
their activities. When the Amalgamated worked out a plan 
of employee insurance, when a few years ago the Photo- 
Engravers Union of New York drew up a new price-list, 
submitted it to their employers and won its acceptance, 
they went far beyond the function of unions as defence 
organizations. 

In England we have several examples of plans from the 
workers actually making possible the continuation of pro¬ 
duction, as in the case of the British Westinghouse employees 
when the managers were thinking of closing down the 
foundry on account of the high cost of production. The fact 
that workers themselves have in many instances treated the 
disputed points between employers and employees as prob¬ 
lems rather than matters of rights is a hopeful sign that the 
workers’ demand for share in control is not a mere gesture 
for “power,” that they feel in themselves managing capacity. 

If the worker’s job ought to be analysed to see what part 
of it is managing, so the managers’ jobs should be analysed 
to see if to any part of those the workers could contribute 
anything. It may be found that even in those activities which 
have been considered exclusively the functions of the man¬ 
agers, as correlating the selling and production departments, 
the buying of material and equipment, the control of the 
flow of material through the plant so that there will be no 
congestion—even to these the worker can make some 
contribution. 

The direct dependence of the worker on management is 
obvious. The piece-workers’ earnings depend on the quality 
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of material supplied by the purchasing agent, on the 
efficiency of the machinery and the flow of material. Un¬ 
employment depends partly on whether fewer orders have 
been taken than could be filled. If the sales department is 
over-zealous, profits may be wiped out by overtime. The 
hewer in the coal mines in England is paid for the amount 
of coal that gets to the surface, and that depends largely on 
the supply of tubs and the arrangements for haulage. In the 
charges before the Coal Commission, the following com¬ 
plaints were often heard: too little coal-cutting machinery; 
too little mechanical haulage; shortage of trains, tubs, rails, 
horses, and of timber for pit-props; bad distribution of rolling 
stock. It seems only fair that the workmen should not be 
held responsible for what the managers have a large share 
in through defective planning in the technique of the indus¬ 
try. It is obvious now, I think, that joint action is necessary 
in the development of industrial technique. 

I should like to say, in summary of this section, that as we 
have always known that no sharp line could be drawn 
between planning and executing—one set of men does not 
do all the planning and another set all the executing; the 
higher executives are those who have the ability to contribute 
to the planning and are paid more for that reason—as we 
have always known this, so now we see that no absolutely 
sharp line can be drawn between management and labour, 
that the division between those who manage and those who 
are managed has, been in part artificial. 

There is one point, however, that needs further considera¬ 
tion. Should planning that is done incidentally as it were be 
called managing? Is not responsibility always a part of 
managing? Should anyone, strictly speaking, be said to 
manage unless he both plans and takes some responsibility 
for that planning? I should say that when men are allowed 
to use their own judgment in regard to the manner of 
executing orders, and accept the responsibility involved in that, 
they are managing. 

We shall all agree on one point, however: there should 
be no haziness in regard to employee functioning in a 
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managerial capacity; the limits of such functioning should be 
frankly and sharply defined. For instance, the Works Council 
is sometimes a judicial body; sometimes a legislative body; 
sometimes an advisory body; it is never an executive body. 
This should be openly recognized. To be honest and clear- 
cut in delimiting function is, I believe, essential to the success 
of the redistribution of function. 

This matter of redistribution of function will not only, I 
think, have a direct influence in increased production and 
better conditions for workmen, but will indirectly affect 
policy. We cannot now foresee how far changes in internal 
organization will change business policy, but as the market¬ 
ing co-operatives have in some instances changed the 
agricultural policy of the farmers, so it may happen that the 
reorganization of business on the inside may change business 
policy. It may be indeed that the whole machinery of com¬ 
petitive capitalistic business will be in some degree altered. 

Various Factors and Relationships Underlying Functional Unity 

I have had time to give only hints of what I mean by 
functional unity in business. Let me emphasize a few points 
even if I can do so by scarcely more than headings. First, the 
interdependence of all the activities involved is clearly 
evident. There really is not such a thing, strictly speaking, 
as a departmental problem; there is hardly a problem,more¬ 
over, which can be considered purely one of production or 
distribution. The parts of modern business arc so intricately 
interwoven that the worker, in order to have an intelligent 
opinion in regard to even his own problems, has not only to 
know something of processes, of equipment, has not only to 
consider the effect of the introduction of new machinery and 
the training of the worker; he should also understand the 
connection between the production and the commercial side, 
should know something of the effectiveness of the sales 
organization—misguided sales or purchasing policies may 
ruin a business. There are many now who think the worker 
should study unit costs, but he cannot understand low unit 
costs, can he, without knowing something of the terms of 
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securing credit which help to determine unit costs? More¬ 
over, I think some knowledge of the general business and 
trade policy—adjustment of supply and demand, prospec¬ 
tive contracts, even the opening of,new markets—would 
make the opinion of the worker on production processes more 
valuable. 

While the necessity of team-work between the departments 
is recognized by everyone, the methods for obtaining it are 
not yet sufficiently worked out, and the matter is sometimes 
a little blurred by the fact that different departments are 
working at different things at any one moment. The manu¬ 
facture of cigars is almost a continuous process because 
cigars have to be fresh, but the buying of the tobacco has to 
be concentrated in short periods in spring and summer. The 
signing of contracts for delivery takes place at a different 
time from the manufacture of the product. This, however, 
does not change our problem; it merely makes it a more 
intricate one. 

Besides all these relations which I have named, there is the 
newer one of production manager and personnel director, 
an important and often very delicate matter. As one Works 
Manager said, “Why is this young man of thirty-two sup¬ 
posed to know more of human nature than I at fifty-eight?” 
We are sometimes told how necessary it is that these two 
should “get on” together, but you all know that unless the 
personnel director does a good deal more than “get on” 
with Works Manager or Manufacturing Committee, he will 
not be of the greatest usefulness to his firm. In fact one of the 
things I feel most strongly about business administration as 
it exists to-day is that until we find some better way of 
uniting technical and so-called psychological problems than 
we have at present, we are far from efficient business 
administration. 

Another necessary unifying we have not considered is the 
relation of the main firm to its branches—branch banks, 
branch stores, or a number of plants operating under one 
management. Many problems would meet us here, but we 
can use the same principles in trying to solve them. 


90 



BUSINESS AS AN INTEGRATIVE UNITY 

In concluding my necessarily meagre treatment of wh,at I 
have called integrative unity, I should say that the efficiency 
of many plants is lowered by an imperfectly worked out 
system of co-ordination of parts. In some instances what 
co-ordination there is depends chiefly on the ability of certain 
heads to get on together; their willingness to consult each 
other depends too often on mere chance qualities or condi¬ 
tions—perhaps whether certain men commute by the same 
train! An adequate system of co-ordination has not yet, so 
far as I know, been worked out for business administration. 

It is impossible, however, to work most effectively at 
co-ordination until you have made up your mind where 
you stand philosophically in regard to the relation of parts 
to the whole. We have spoken of the relation of departments 
—sales and production, advertising and financial—to each 
other, but the most profound truth that philosophy has ever 
given us concerns not only the relation of parts, but the 
relation of parts to the whole, not to a stationary whole, but 
to a whole a-making. What does this mean in business? It 
means that the sales department, for instance, should have 
some principle by which to test the relation of a sales policy 
to general policy. Books on management sometimes tell us 
that the production manager should subordinate depart¬ 
mental policy to business policy. I do not agree with this. In 
the Bulletin of the Taylor Society for February, 1924, it is 
stated that “any department head should recognize organi¬ 
zation policies as more vital than his own.” I wonder why 
more “vital”? Or I have seen it stated that department heads 
should realize that general policy is more “important” than 
departmental policy. He should not, because it is not, any 
more than the United States is more important than New 
York, and I am no states-righter either. Co-ordinate manu¬ 
facture and sales? Certainly, also work out the relation 
between manufacturing and general policy and between 
sales and general policy, always remembering that general 
policy is, or should be, no air plant, but that all the time 
manufacturing and sales policies are contributing to general 
policy. The production manager should not subordinate 
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departmental policy to business policy; he should contribute 
it, and he should see that it is a contributable policy. That 
is the chief test of the production manager, whether his 
policy is a contributable policy. 

I should like to say parenthetically that in order to con¬ 
sider this subject in one paper, we are leaving out many 
questions. Perhaps to secure independence of outside capital 
is necessary to functional unity, but such questions would 
carry us too far afield. 

The Administrator as Integrator of the Interests of all Parties 

Concerned 

So far we have been looking only at the unifying of a 
single plant in its many relations. We have left out of con¬ 
sideration the question of unifying a whole industry, although 
obviously that is very important. Many shortline railroads 
cannot pay if considered separately. In a number of indus¬ 
tries, profits as a whole could make reasonable return on 
that industry as a whole. If the industry were considered as 
a whole, the so-called marginal plants might be kept going. 
Again, wages cannot be set by one plant; the tendency is 
toward equalization in the same trade over considerable 
areas. This applies also to hours of work. Moreover, it is the 
whole industry which should take into consideration the 
demand for its product; one plant cannot, to the greatest 
advantage, organize its production in relation to the demand. 
This is part of the problem of unemployment. The selling 
agencies throughout an industry should have some connec¬ 
tion if production is to be regularized. 

I need not speak at any length of how much competing 
firms have in common and the many instances we have of the 
increasing recognition of that, as in the case of the two rival 
Ohio firms which arranged for transfer from one plant to 
another for promotional purposes. (I am aware that the 
radicals would say that was probably a move against the 
consumer, but I do not want to go into that now.) The 
Joint Council of Electrical Contractors and Electrical Workers 
made an arrangement in New York in 1919 or 1930 for the 
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exchange of skilled workers, and set up an employment 
bureau. It was thought at the time that statistics on cost 
of living, etc., could be pooled, wages and working conditions 
standardized, and the flow of labour to some extent con¬ 
trolled. The stated object of the National Industrial Council 
movement of England was increasing uniformity in labour 
standards by industries. 

And beyond all this, beyond the matter of the unifying of 
single plants, beyond even the unifying of all the plants in 
the same industry, there is still another way of looking at 
business unity which should be one of the chief concerns of 
the business administrator. He sees the three classes* (i) 
workers, including industrial and managerial workers fa! 
consumers, and (3) investors. The chief job of business is to 
find a method for integrating the interests of these three 
classes. I have said nothing of the consumer, because there 
has not been time, but when we find employers and em¬ 
ployees uniting against the consumer to secure higher prices 
tariff regulations or other preferential advantages, when we 
are told that the cotton industry in England will always in 
case of anticipated government interference, respond to the 
call of "Lancashire against London,” then we see how 
important is this branch of our subject. 

Just as the relation of jobs is a part of job analysis, just as the 
relatwn of departments is a part of scientific management, so 
a study of all these relations just mentioned should be a part 
of the study of business administration. I wish it were not so 
often assumed that the subject of personnel relations in 
industry applies only to employers and employees. The 
manager has to get credit from the bankers, make dividends 
for the stockholders, and he has to deal with his competitors, 
lo be more exact, the manager has relations with fi) 
ankers, (a) stockholders, (3) co-managers and directors, (4) 
wage-earners, (5) competitors, (6) the people from whom he 
buys, (7) customers. 

The business man has probably the opportunity to-day of 
making one of the largest contributions to society that has 
ever been made, a demonstration of the possibility of 
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collective creativeness. Many writers tell us that we are living 
in a barren age and deplore this as a sign of our degenera¬ 
tion. These writers look to the periods of creative energy in 
the past and find there their Leonardos and their Dantes; 
they then look around to-day and, seeing no Leonardos nor 
Dantes, deplore the unproductiveness of our modern 
civilization. Such people make the mistake of connecting 
creativeness always and inevitably with individuals. They 
do not see that we are now at the beginning of a period of 
creative energy, but that instead of being the individual 
creativeness of the past which gave us our artists and our 
poets, we may now enter on a period of collective creativeness 
if we have the imagination to see its potentialities, its reach, 
its ultimate significance, above all if we are willing patiently 
to work out the method. 

In the field of politics we see little to encourage us; but in 
the League of Nations, in the co-operatives, above all in 
business administration, we see an appreciation emerging, 
not in words but in deeds, of what collective creativeness 
might mean to the world. Much of our theoretical writing 
accepts without analysis time-honoured phrases and notions, 
treats as fundamental ideas the crude, primitive attempts 
to get at democracy by rule of thumb. The world has long 
been fumbling for democracy, but has not yet grasped its 
essential and basic idea. Business and industrial organiza¬ 
tion is, I believe, on the verge of making large contributions 
to something far more important than democracy, democracy 
in its more superficial meaning—to the development of 
integrative unity. Business cannot serve its maximum degree 
of usefulness to the community, cannot perform the service 
which it has, tacitly, bound itself to perform, unless it seeks an 
enlarged understanding of the practical methods of unifying 
business organization. 


94 



IV 


POWER 1 

I asked a number of workmen in two factorieSj both of which 
had some form of employee representation, “If a question 
came up where you had to decide between loyalty to your 
union and loyalty to the works, which would you choose?” 
The answer was always, “The union.” Then I asked for 
their reasons, and here is the summary: (i) “I have taken 
an oath to the union; (2) the union is a permanent relation, 
the factory is not; (3) the unions have power back of them, 
the works council has not.” Oath, permanency, power, but 
the greatest of these, I felt, was power. 

Power, or control, is a word which we find on almost 
every page of English labour literature, and frequently 
enough in our own. One pf the leaders of the Sheffield Shop 
Stewards movement said: “We organize for power,” the 
baldest and most succinct statement I have seen. 

One of the most urgent problems of business to-day is the 
relation of bargaining to value, and bargaining rests on 
power. He seems to get the best of the bargaining who has 
the greatest power. But is bargaining the only determinant 
of value, whether of goods, labour, or what not? What of 
scientific management? Does not every business man find 
one of his most pressing problems to be: how to integrate 
bargaining and scientific methods? As far as I have seen, 
scientific methods do not, cannot perhaps, set exact values; 
at present they merely set the limits of the bargaining pro¬ 
cess. Within those limits bargaining still goes on. 

In discussing this question of power, we shall first give 
some general consideration to the subject and then to 
labour’s demand for power. 

1 See note, p. 30; this paper was presented in January, 1925. 

Cf. Creative Experience, Chapter X, "Power: the Condition of its Validity,” 
and The Mew Slate, Chapter XXIX, “Political Pluralism and Sovereignty.” 
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The “Urge” to Power 

No word is used more carelessly by us all than the word 
“power.” I know no conception which needs to-day more 
careful analysis. We have not even decided whether power 
is a “good” word or a “bad” word. Is the wish for power the 
desire of grasping and unscrupulous men, is it the “instinc¬ 
tive” urge of our lower natures; or is power a noble, the 
noblest, aim? Or is it neither of these? What is power? Is it 
influence, is it leadership, is it force? Why do we all like 
power? Because we wish to use it to satisfy our desires, or do 
we just like the feeling in itself? In the case of the men you 
meet every day in business, either your business associates 
or your workmen, do you find them trying to satisfy an 
“urge” to power; or do you find them merely trying to get 
what they want and seeking power in order to secure their 
ends? We are often told that there are many men who, after 
they have accumulated enough wealth to satisfy every want, 
keep on accumulating from mere love of power. Do you 
think this is so or do you think that there are still unsatisfied - 
desires which motivate their activity? 

Among the psychologists there is much difference of 
opinion on this subject. Some tell us that the urge to power 
is instinctive, is inherent in all human beings; others deny 
this and say that power is desired merely as means to an 
end. Dr. Floyd H. Allport, in his Social Psychology , B tends 
toward the former point of view. Dealing with social con¬ 
trol, he tells us that there is a universal tendency to produce 
reactions in others, a tendency which probably originated 
in the habit developed in infancy and early childhood of con¬ 
trolling parents and nurses in order to secure satisfaction of 
the bodily needs. As we grow up and become more self- 
sufficient, the old habit persists in an inclination to control 
merely for the sake of controlling; not now, you see, means 
to end. I do not know whether this is so or not, for I do not 
think we have sufficient proof yet to establish its validity, but 
it is certainly interesting. Dr. Allport points out that the 
* Houghton-Mifflin Company, Boston, 1934. 
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drive for the control of others {he has committed himself to 
a good deal by using the word “drive”) often does not go 
to the extent of trying to determine their reactions, but 
simply to make them react. We could all give instances of 
this. My guide in the Adirondacks, if we came on a deer 
out of the hunting season, as we paddled up some lonely 
creek, would startle me, after an instant’s silence, with a 
sudden yell. He could not shoot, but he could shout and 
make the deer run, make it do something. 

We often see between two people the wish, not necessarily 
to get submissive reactions, but to get any reactions at all. 
A man will deliberately rustle his newspaper so that his 
wife will react in some way. She may not look up and smile 
either; she may frown, or she may irritably ask him to stop 
making a noise, but he gets some satisfaction even from that. 
(Perhaps I ought in fairness to add that the only time I have 
seen this done, it was the wife who rattled the newspaper.) 

There are jurists also who talk of a “natural urge” to 
power, who tell us that the wish to keep a balance of power 
is such an urge. They say, for instance, that when you feel 
gratitude, it is the “urge” to regain an equilibrium which 
has been destroyed by the favour you have had conferred 
upon you. We can call it by a fine name, elevate it to a 
virtue, but what it really means is, we are told, that if I am 
under obligation to you for some favour conferred, I feel an 
unpleasant sense of your power, and so I return the favour 
in some way in order to restore the equilibrium between us 
which has been disturbed. This seemed to me a very strange 
idea the first time I came across it, but that very day I asked 
a man, staying in Boston to give a month’s lectures at the 
Harvard Business School, what he thought of the idea, and 
instead of saying, as I expected, that it was absurd, he 
replied: “Of course it’s so; here I am spending a month with 
[a well-known man in Boston] and I shall feel that I am in 
his power until 1 can think of some way of paying it back.” 

Some ethical teachers tell us that the whole subject 
resolves itself into the question: What do you want power 
for? This is not a wholly bad question for those interested 


97 



DYNAMIC ADMINISTRATION 

in business administration. Take the alarm over absentee 
ownership voiced by a number of people. A good thing, too, 
that it should be; yet when we hear of the effort of some 
management to free itself from the domination of absentee- 
owned capital, we immediately think, What is their motive? 

Bertrand Russell has had a good deal to say lately about 
the motive for power. He is very pessimistic over the develop¬ 
ment of science, for he says that the benefits go to the power- 
holders, and that the purposes of the power-holders are in 
the main evil. 

But whether power is “good” or “bad,” whether it is 
sought as means to end or as end in itself, most people are 
much of the time trying to get power. In conversation people 
try to impress others with their ideas, their feelings or their 
personal experiences. Some writers call this the egoistic 
impulse, but that seems too general; on further analysis we 
should probably find that it comes from the desire for 
ascendancy. For instance, the psychologists tell us that we 
like telling a good story because it makes us the centre of 
interest. Perhaps, in addition to this, it is because for that 
moment we are controlling others, for an instant we have 
others completely under our sway. And we must remember 
that this desire for ascendancy which we see in some form 
in almost every conversation, is by no means always, nor 
perhaps usually, because we wish to use at the moment the 
power gained; we.like to bank our power, and keep a good 
balance on hand to use in large lumps as occasions arise 
when such use would be of distinct benefit to us. 

I think the best way of understanding power would be to 
make some study of it in our daily lives—in our homes, in 
our business, or wherever we are—to observe when it 
appears and why and what the results are. I am always 
hoping in a group of this kind to find some one or two who 
will be sufficiently interested to do this with me, watch to 
see what gives one person influence over another: social 
position, professional standing, the special knowledge of the 
expert, wide experience, mere wealth, age, sex, certain 
personal characteristics, even physical strength. If any of 

98 



POWER 


you will do this I want to suggest that in such study you take 
provisionally the following definitions of power, control, 
authority, and see what you think of them. Power might be 
defined as simply the ability to make things happen, to be a 
causal agent, to initiate change. 3 Perhaps the “urge to 
power” is merely the satisfaction of being alive. Of course 
there are many different kinds and degrees of satisfaction. 
The boy throwing stones at a bird gives us an example of a 
very elementary kind; his “urge” is to make the bird do 
something—fly away. As a fuller kind of satisfaction we 
might note that of the violinist. It has always seemed to me 
that the violinist must get one of the greatest satisfactions of 
being alive; all of him is enlisted, he surely feels power. 
Probably the leader of an orchestra feels more. And this 
comes nearer the kind of power the head of a business feels. 

Control might be defined as power exercised as means 
toward a specific end; authority, as vested control. And we 
should remember in this study that power and strength are 
not always synonymous; it is sometimes through our weak¬ 
ness that we get control of a situation. In the London Con¬ 
ference last summer Germany’s greatest power was her 
economic impotence. That is, her bargaining power was the 
result of the economic condition to which she had been re¬ 
duced by the demands made upon her by the Allies. We all 
know that the invalid in a household has, and sometimes 
exercises quite ruthlessly, power over the well and strong 
members of the family. 

We should notice, too, in this observation of power which 
I am urging, all the different uses of the word. I saw the 
other day “the power of Wall Street” spoken of as an omin¬ 
ous thing. Is the power of Wall Street a good thing, a bad 
thing, or neither? A man said to me once: “I like deer shoot¬ 
ing because it gives me a sense of power.” Robert Wolf’s 
method of beating one’s own record, which he has used so 

. 3 This is not my own final definition of power, which I shall give at another 
time, but it is good I think so far as it goes, and therefore can be used legiti¬ 
mately without involving ourselves at present in a definition which might have 
fuller connotation, but which might not be so simple to handle and apply in 
our daily jobs. (M. P, F.) 
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successfully, is in part an appeal to the sense of power. As I 
have just mentioned Wall Street, we might perhaps to some 
advantage compare the power of Wall Street with the power 
aimed at by Mr. Wolf for his workers. I have found this 
observation of the way the word power i9 used an inter¬ 
esting study. I am making a list of all the different defini¬ 
tions I come across, by novelists or artists or wherever, and I 
find this all helping me in my observation of power in every¬ 
day life. I think it would help also in business administra¬ 
tion, make us more alert and more discriminating; make us 
wiser in our decision when an employee asks for more 
“power,” when he claims that something belongs to his 
province which we had taken for granted was in ours. We 
may decide for him or against him, I am not saying that 
this foretells what, our decision will be, but if we have given 
some attention to this subject, we shall feel surer that our 
decision is just; we shall also be able to save time when 
examining his claims by this preliminary consideration of 
the subject, by knowing a little where we stand in general 
before we have to take up a particular situation. 

A very interesting thing to observe, which I must not omit 
to mention, is the connection between rivalry and power. I 
wish you would watch yourselves and competing firms and 
see if you can draw any line between rivalry and “urge to 
power." The psychologists see a difference here. One tells 
us that in contests of strength of handgrip between two boys 
in laboratory experiments, it was found that the rivalry 
attitude gave way almost immediately to an attitude on the 
part of the stronger to conquer his opponent. This is significant 
for business competition. 

We have innumerable opportunities for the study of power; 
we might to great advantage, I think, study the farmers’ 
present striving for power. Are they seeking merely higher 
and more uniform prices; or do they wish to gain power over, 
or equal to, other groups? 

I think one certain gain would come from a study of power: 
we should learn to distinguish between different kinds of 
power. For instance, there is the man who beats his rivals 
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by getting, by hook or crook, special privileges in regard to 
freight rates. That gives him power. But the man who beats 
his rivals through better business administration, by produc¬ 
ing better goods at equal price to the consumer, or the same 
goods at less price, has power too. We have here obviously 
two different kinds of power. 

Power-with versus Power-over 

We have been considering what we must watch if we wish 
to study the question of power. Let us see if we can get a little 
nearer the core of this question. So far as my observation has 
gone, it seems to me that whereas power usually means 
power-over, the power of some person or group over some 
other person or group, it is possible to develop the conception 
of power-with, a jointly developed power, a co-active, not a 
coercive power. 4 In store or factory I do not think the man¬ 
agement should have power over the workmen, or the work¬ 
men over the management. It is right for the employers to 
resist any effort of the unions to get power-over. In discussing 
Business as an Integrative Unity we considered the difference 
between the “independent” power which the English labour 
unions are seeking (I use their expression) and joint power. 
Every demand for power should be analysed to see if the 
object is “independent” power or joint power. That should 
be one of the tests of any plan of employee representation— 
is it developing joint power? 

If anyone thinks that the distinction between power-over 
and power-with is a fanciful or personal distinction, I am 
pleased to be able to say that these two prepositions are used 
to mark a distinction in law; you have rights over a slave, 
you have rights with a servant. 

Of course at present, as I have said, most of us are trying 
to get power-over. Much of what is called “applied psycho¬ 
logy" has this for its aim. The salesmanship classes teach this 

4 Cf. Creative Experience, p. xii: “Our task is not to learn where to place power; 
it is how to develop power. . .. Genuine power can only be grown, it will slip 
from every arbitrary hand that grasps it; for genuine power is not coercive 
control, but coactive control. Coercive power is the curse of the universe; 
coactive power, the enrichment and advancement of every human soul.” 
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(although I tried to show in discussing “The Giving of 
Orders” that a sounder psychology could do better than 
this); the men being told how to conduct business interviews 
are being taught this. The so-called psychology of advertising 
is not concerned with giving information but with gaining 
power. Many of the trade unionists in the labour education 
movement wish education for powerj that is, increased power 
in the fight with capital. The head of a Central Labour 
Union said to me: “I’m for the Trade Union College; we 
lose out because we send a $1,500 man to meet a $ 1 o,ooo 
man; the trade unionists have got to educate themselves.” I 
must in justice, however, add that I know unionists who are 
trying to develop power in the unions in the sense of in¬ 
creased ability to join with management in a co-operating 
efficiency, a co-operating responsibility, and this is a happy 
sign.* 

And I certainly need not go to either capital or labour to 
find examples of power-over. Reformers, propagandists, 
many of our “best” people are willing to coerce others in 
order to attain an end which they think good. I have seen it 
stated, in what was supposed to be a progressive article, that 
workmen should be led, not driven. Well, leading is often 
power-over. The demagogue, the ward boss, the labour 
leader, the crowd orator, all lead, all try to “persuade”—a 
very innocent sounding word until you examine it. A work¬ 
man, however, said to me: “In this factory they don’t just 
try to persuade us, they try to convince us”—a very dis¬ 
criminating statement on the part of this man and a tribute 
to the management of that factory. 

This is something we have to watch for in our study of 
power, in a conference between two or three business men, 
a consultation of doctors or wherever, namely, how far per¬ 
suasion is taking the form of power-over. Some very keen 
observation and subtle discrimination are needed here, for 
you will see many ways by which this is sought: reason, 


* Cf. Cnativt Experience, p, 184: "Some trade unionists are beginning to see 
the finer function of combination, combination in order to develop power in 
themselves rather than power over others." 
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suggestion, emotion, ascendancy of personality, etc. And since 
industry to-day is tending toward the conference method, 
toward committee government, this is an important study. 
One of the tests of conference or committee should be: are 
we developing genuine power or is someone trying unduly 
to influence the others? A workman in a plant where there 
is employee representation said to me: “I don’t want to be 
led and I don’t want to be patronized, and I watch all the 
time to see if I am.” Notice particularly the first phrase, “I 
don’t want to be led.” 

But we are now getting near a subject which I decided not 
to include in these talks because it has been treated so fully 
and so adequately by others—by Le Bon, by Martin, by 
Allport—and that is what crowd psychology tells us of power; 
it is obvious that the getting of power might be considered 
largely as a matter of creating conditions favourable to sug¬ 
gestibility. Much of the crowd literature assumes that ninety 
per cent, of our life is lived under the laws of suggestion and 
imitation, which means power-over. Granted as large a per 
cent, as you please, I still think we may recognize that there 
is such a thing as power-with. 

The insidiousness of power-over is very well illustrated by 
Gandhi. Surely his method of non-co-operation was a use of 
power, the only power he and his followers had: the non¬ 
payment of taxes, the boycotting of English merchandise, 
refhsal of honours and titles, of civil and military posts, 
refusal to attend schools, etc. Gandhi made declaration of 
‘‘war to the end.” Well, war is war. I cannot see that 
Gandhi’s method is so different from that of any strike. In his 
Letter to all the English of India of October 27th, 1920, he said: 
‘‘I wish to conquer you by my sufferings.” Was not this a 
rationalization in effect? It was literally true, but while to 
Gandhi this had a high, spiritual sound, what was it really 
but a wish to gain power, to gain power through suffering? 
We find nowhere in Gandhi’s life, letters or speeches any 
wish to discover a meeting ground for his party and the 
English. He says he believes in ‘‘the power of the humble,” 
thus using the very word power. Was it their humility which 
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gave Gandhi’s party the measure of success which they had, 
or was it their unanimity, their earnestness and sincerity, 
their passion of conviction? 

We see here how closely power is connected with the fight 
image when Gandhi calls his struggle a “war of the spirit.” 
In order to make conflict constructive, I think we should try 
to abolish the war image as rapidly as possible. When the 
tobacco co-operatives of Greensboro, N. C., were invited to 
their second annual picnic at the Guilford Battle Ground, they 
were urged to come to “the spot where our fathers fell in 
deadly combat with the enemies of political freedom,” and 
hear “the living heroes of to-day in mortal combat with the 
subtle, intriguing enemy of farm economic freedom.” This 
is not the spirit of Gandhi, but the same fighting appeal is 
made in both cases. 

This is a rather long introduction to our subject. And these 
preliminary considerations haye been of the most general 
character. My aim has been, not exhaustive analysis, but to 
arouse in you a wish to be more analytical toward your own 
experience in regard to the matter of one person having what 
is commonly called power over another person, or one group 
over another group, one nation over another nation. 

But even with all that I have left out we have time now to 
consider only two points, and those very briefly: how to 
reduce power-over, and labour’s demand for power. One 
way of reducing power-over is through integration, which 
we considered in our first evening together. The integrating 
of desires precludes the necessity of gaining power in order to 
satisfy desire. Do you remember the instance I gave of the 
conflict in the Dairymen’s League in regard to precedence 
at the creamery platform, a conflict which became so serious 
that it almost broke up the League? If either side had won 
in the fight, there would have been power-over, but by 
finding a solution by which the desires of both sides were 
satisfied, by integrating the desires of the two sides, power- 
over was prevented. 

I hope it will be seen that what I have called legitimate 
power is produced by that circular behaviour described in 
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our first talk. This is, I think, almost the heart of the whole 
matter and deserves more attention than this mere passing 
notice. Circular behaviour is the basis of integration. If your 
business is so organized that you can influence a co*manager 
while he is influencing you, so organized that a workman 
has an opportunity of influencing you as you have of in¬ 
fluencing him; if there is an interactive influence going on 
all the time between you, power-with may be built up. 
Throughout history we see that control brings disastrous con¬ 
sequences whenever it outruns integration. Is not that the 
trouble in India? Russia has to use arbitrary authority 
because she has not yet learned to integrate. And was it 
not perhaps the greatest weakness in Woodrow Wilson that 
he thought control could outrun integration? 

We can get still nearer the core of our problem in this 
matter of reducing power-over by recalling what we spoke 
of in our second paper, when we were considering the ques¬ 
tion of giving orders, as the law of the situation. If both sides 
obey the law of the situation, no person has power over 
another. The present-day respect for facts, for scientific 
methods, is the first step in this method of seeking the law of 
the situation, and already we see that it has influenced the 
whole tone of industrial controversy. Take the case of bar¬ 
gaining between employers and employees. As wages are 
coming more and more to be fixed by cost-of-living charts, 
by time-studies, by open books on cost of production, bar¬ 
gaining is more and more eliminated or, I should say, sub¬ 
ordinated. It might be put thus: bargaining becomes limited 
by the boundaries set by scientific methods of business 
administration; it is only possible within the area thus 
marked out. 

It is the same in international controversy. The pitting of 
power against power goes on, yet the reports of the expert 
are to-day taken into account to such an extent as appre¬ 
ciably to limit the bargaining process. Every commission, 
industrial or international, has its staff of economists, statis¬ 
ticians, accountants, engineers, experts of all kinds. The 
Dawes Plan has been spoken of as a triumph of the bankers. 
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Is it not rather a triumph of facts against empty assumptions? 
The Dawes Plan first of all disposes of certain fictions. No¬ 
where do we see more clearly than in the case of reparations 
the value of facts against assumptions; as time went on it 
came more and more clearly to be seen that it was not a 
question of “sympathy” for France or for Germany, but of 
the facts of the situation. Facts, by reducing the area of 
irreconcilable controversy, reduce power-over. 

As clearly as we see that the consideration of facts reduces 
power-over, do we see that the withholding of facts is often 
used as a means to gain power-over. The chief weapon of the 
speculators is to keep facts from the public. Open prices have 
been fought for years because so many business men have 
been afraid they would mean a loss of power. The co-opera¬ 
tives have arraigned big business for its secretive methods, 
yet I know at least one marketing co-operative which refuses 
to publish warehouse receipts, or to give information as to 
solvency, to publish prices until the end of the year, to give 
overhead cost or number of members, because they fear that 
such information will give power into the hands of the 
middlemen. 

Do we not see now that while there are many ways of 
gaining an external, an arbitrary power—through brute 
strength, through manipulation, through diplomacy— 
genuine power is always that which inheres in the situation? 
Our first search should always be to discover the law of the 
situation. For instance, the middlemen are preventing the 
farmer from having the power which belongs to his situation; 
it is hoped that the marketing co-operatives will give him 
that power. Yet, as I have indicated above, we have not got 
rid of power-over in the co-operatives. I do not think we 
shall ever get rid of power-over; I do think we should try to 
reduce it. 

To sum up our consideration of power-over. Power-over 
can be reduced: (i) through integration, (2) through 
recognizing that all should submit to what I have called the 
law of the situation, and (3) through making our business 
more and more of a functional unity. In a functional unity 
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each has his function—and that should correspond as exactly 
as possible with his capacity—and then he should have the 
authority and the responsibility which go with that function. 


Labour's Demand for Power 

Perhaps it will throw some light on the subject of power if 
we consider labour’s demand for power. While the em¬ 
ployer’s attitude on this question of workers’ share in man¬ 
agement has radically changed of late years; while the 
employer no longer says, or not often, “These men have 
the damned impudence to want to run my business,” still 
he has not sufficiently analysed the workers’ demand for 
power. Let us ask ourselves some questions in regard to the 
workers’ wish for what they call share in control. 

1. Is this the instinctive urge to power? 

2. Is it, on the other hand, a means—to higher wages, shorter 
hours, better working conditions? 

3. Is it the “instinct” of workmanship, and therefore a means 
to an end? That is, does the workman, suffering sometimes under 
inefficient management, wish enough share in management to 
enable him to do his work as he thinks best? The glass-bottle 
makers in England will not work under a man who is not trained 
as a glass-bottle hand. It seems obvious that we should encourage 
all the “power” which tends to increase pride in craft skill. 

4. Is it because so many “instincts” are thwarted by modern 
machine industry do all these instincts cry out together for 
"power”? 

5. Is there more in the old claim than has yet been recognized, 
that the worker wants to be treated as a man, not as a “hand”? 

6. How far is it an expression of an inferiority complex? 

7. Is it to improve status? 

8. How far is it a reaction against officialism or the abuses of 
officialism? 

9. Does the worker want to accumulate power to use in the 
struggle between capital and labour? 

10. Is the worker trying to get power without responsibility, 
those two which can never be divorced? I have seen it stated: 
“Labour wants wages, hours and security without financial 
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responsibility but with power enough to command respect.” 
How naive. Many of us would like power without responsibility! 
Is that possible, or is it the old story of eating and having your 
cake? 

ii. Is it that the most fundamental thing in man is his “urge” 
to self-expression and self-determination, combined with his ever 
seeking the larger, the more complete? Are these twin impulses 
at the heart of his being perhaps the chief reason for the workers’ 
demand for power? 

You can probably think of other reasons, I have put these 
eleven down quickly. Further with respect to this point, let 
us consider especially those two expressions which we hear 
daily, the delegation of power and the balance of power. 

In the literature on employee representation, we read 
much of the delegation of power. Myers® tells us that the 
power of the Works Committee is “delegated,” that the 
board of directors or the stockholders have the ultimate 
authority. The Nunn, Bush and Weldon Shoe Co. say that 
they have “delegated” to their employees the power of fixing 
wages and hours of work and the right to discharge. I read 
again, “Authority must be distributed from its source, and 
filters down through delegation to all parts of business 
organization.” Power must be distributed from its source? 
Very well, but what is the source? A workman in a factory 
I was visiting said to me, “Who do you think is the boss 
here?” It seemed, he said, difficult to discover him. “Is it the 
Manager of the Works,” he asked, “or is it the President? 
But these are responsible to the Directors. Is it then the 
Directors? But they are responsible to the people. Is it then 
the people?” I tried to find out what he meant by the people, 
but he was rather vague about that. This interested me, 
however, because I had not thought I should find the old 
question' of sovereignty, which I had struggled with in 
political and legal science, cropping up in modern industrial 
organization in such direct manner. The only legitimate boss, 
sovereignty, is, I believe, the interweaving experience of all 

® Op. eti. See p. 64. 
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those who are performing some functional part of the 
activity under consideration. 7 

I do not think that power can be delegated because I 
believe that genuine power is capacity. To confer power on 
the workers may be an empty gesture. The main problem of 
the workers is by no means how much control they can wrest 
from capital or management, often as we hear that stated; 
that would be a merely nominal authority and would slip 
quickly from their grasp. Their problem is how much power 
they can themselves grow. The matter of workers’ control 
which is so often thought of as a matter of how much the 
managers will be willing to give up, is really as much a 
matter for the workers, how much they will be able to 
assume; where the managers come in is that they should 
give the workers a chance to grow capacity or power for 
themselves. 

There are many ways in which power develops naturally 
if there is no hindrance Let me give this as an illustration. 
We often think of the development of large-scale industry 
as limiting the individual’s opportunity for managing. In 
some ways this is not true. Take, for instance, what is called 
“the instinct for workmanship.” Formerly, in the time of 
individual production, this “instinct” was expressed in the 
individual’s own work. Now that individual production has 
given way to group production, this “instinct” cannot be 
expressed unless the individual workman has something to 
say about group organization and the technique of group 
production. This seems to me a natural development of 
genuine power. 

It is true indeed that the workmen cannot have anything 
to say about the technique of group production, about group 
organization, without the co-operation or even the initiative 

7 Cf. The New State, p. 271: “Real authority inheres in a genuine whole. The 
individual is sovereign over himself as far as he unifies the heterogeneous 
elements of his nature. Two people are sovereign over themselves as far as they 
are capable of creating one out of two. A group is sovereign over itself as far 
as it is capable of creating one out of several or many. A state is sovereign 
only as it has the power of creating one in which all are. Sovereignty is 
the power engendered by a complete interdependence become conscious of 
itself." 
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of management; but there is something here which is not 
covered by the word “delegation.” 

Interest , Responsibility , Power—an Indissoluble Partnership 

One thing should be borne in mind beyond anything else 
in the consideration of this subject, and that is that you 
should never give authority faster than you can develop 
methods for the worker taking responsibility for that 
authority. We may find also that we should not give workers 
authority without some corresponding stake in the business. 
In a certain store which has a form of profit-sharing, the 
employees voted one December not to open the store on the 
day after Christmas, after taking into account the number of 
people likely to come out on that day against the expenses of 
operation. But in the case of another holiday when the same 
question came up, thinking that this time there would be no 
appreciable effect on the numbers of people shopping, they 
voted to open. They had the “power” in both cases, and if 
that “power” had been divorced from a stake in the business 
they would probably have voted in both cases to close the 
store. Interest, responsibility, power—perhaps here is an 
indissoluble partnership. Of course in a case like this the 
responsibility may have been enough without the sake in 
the business. 

We have an unfortunate precedent in the use of such 
phrases as the delegation of power, etc. Many writers on 
government say that the power of the State should be 
divided among various groups; many tell us that power 
should be transferred from one group to another; many that 
it should be conferred on the smaller nations. Hence it has 
been natural for many economists who write of something 
they call “industrial democracy” to tell us that the power 
now held by owners and managers should be shared by the 
workmen. These expressions, while containing indeed a 
partial truth, nevertheless at the same time hide an important 
truth, namely, that power is self-developing capacity. This 
fact is hidden by that expression which has become a pet 
phrase of the guild socialists, “encroaching control.” Divided 
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or conferred authority is non-psychological authority; 
“encroaching control” is not a genuine control. Power is not 
a pre-existing thing which can be handed out to someone, 
or wrenched from someone. We have seen again and again 
the failure of “power” conferred. You could give me dozens 
of cases. The division of power is not the thing to be con¬ 
sidered, but that method of organization which will generate 
power. The moral right to an authority which has not been 
psychologically developed, which is not an expression of 
capacity, is an empty ethics. This applies to management as 
well as to workers. We have always to study in a plant how 
far the authority of the management is real, how far it comes 
from fulfilling function, from knowledge and ability, and 
how far it is a nominal or an arbitrary authority. 

The difficulty of the political scientists quoted in the above 
paragraph is that they are confusing power and authority. 
To confer authority where capacity has not been developed is 
fatal to both government and business. Those political 
scientists who use the words power, control and authority as 
synonymous, axe confusing our thinking. 

If you want the best philosophical as well as the best 
psychological principle by which to test the legitimacy of 
“power” (by which you probably mean authority), you will 
ask whether it is integral to the process or outside the 
process, that is, whether, as we have said, it grows out of the 
actual circumstances, whether it is inherent in the situation. 
You cannot confer power, because power is the blossoming 
of experience. I think a non-understanding of this is the 
limitation of an article on “Authority” by Ludwig Stein 
which came out in the September Atlantic and was a good 
deal talked about by business men. Professor Stein says: 
“That the Bolsheviki had to substitute for the dictatorship 
from above one from below is a classical example for the 
sociology of authority.” And again, later on: “The fact that 
old authorities are overthrown only to permit new ones to 
be created in. their stead irresistibly forces the conclusion 
that authority represents a social-psychological necessity." 
It does not force me to that conclusion, but to the conclusion 
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that we shall always be seeking an external, and arbitrary 
authority until we learn to direct our efforts toward seeking— 
the law of the situation. 

There is something in regard to an authority which is not 
the recognized law of the situation which we should not fail 
to note in passing, and that is, that an arbitrary authority 
ma y rouse very disagreeable reactions. These not only make 
things difficult for you, but actually reduce your power. 
Charles Francis Adams used to say: “Increase powers and 
you decrease power.” And only the other day I heard it 
said that commissions with mandatory powers have less 
power than those with advisory powers because they put 
people’s backs up. All this is worth consideration. 

And we must not omit to mention that most common of 
fallacies, that when we join with others, we deliberately 
give up a part of our “power,” as it is called, in order to get 
certain privileges which will issue from the union. When a 
grower signs a co-operative contract, he is supposed to give 
up a certain amount of “power.” Does he? His marketing 
capacity is certainly increased by his joining with others. 
The delusion of the “independent” farmer is now exposed to 
all. Take again the notion of the sacrifice of sovereignty, that 
each nation must sacrifice a part of its sovereignty for the 
sake of the benefits which will come from a League of 
Nations. This is the rationalization of the sentimentalist. 
No nation intends to sacrifice anything; when a nation sees 
that it is to its interest to become a part of the League of 
Nations it will do so. Sovereignties must be joined, not 
sacrificed. We find this fallacy expressed in regard to business 
administration by those writers who tell us that the manu¬ 
facturer ought to surrender a part of his power in order to 
gain a spirit of contentment in the factory. 

As a summing up of this question of conferring or sharing 
power, I should say that if we have any power, any genuine 
power, let us hold on to it, let us not give it away. We could 
not anyway if we wanted to. We can confer authority; but 
power or capacity, no man can give or take. The manager 
cannot share his power with division superintendent or 
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foreman or workmen, but he can give them opportunities 
for developing their power. Functions may have to be 
redistributed; something the manager does now had better 
perhaps be left to a division superintendent, to a foreman, 
even to a workman; but that is a different matter; let us not 
confuse the two things. Indeed, one of the aims of that very 
redistribution of function should be how it can serve to evolve 
more power—more power to turn the wheels. More power, 
not division of power, should always be our aim; more power 
for the best possible furtherance of that activity, whatever it 
may be, to which we are giving our life. 

So much for the delegation of power; and now let us 
consider balance of power. It almost seems as if our conclu¬ 
sions in the preceding paper in regard to joint power did 
away automatically with the conception of balance of power; 
yet no conception is more widely held. A labour leader said 
a few years ago: “We must give up each trying to wrest 
power from the other side”; so far a very good idea, but he 
added, “and find an absolute balance of power.” He had no 
notion of a unit of power. I do not think the balance of power 
will get labour much further than a domination of power. 

Myers 8 evidently believes in the balance of power between 
workers and executives, as do many others. So does Professor 
Commons, who, in speaking of the desired equilibrium 
between capital and labour, says: “If one is suppressed the 
other becomes dictator.” Certainly, but it seems to me that 
there is a way out of the difficulty other than the one 
indicated by Professor Commons. 

Many people make co-ordination and balance synonymous, 
which seems to me a mistake. The guild socialists do this. 
Their co-ordinating congress, they tell us, is an arbitrator or 
court of appeal to keep the balance of power between co¬ 
ordinate autonomies. This is surely poor philosophy and the 
religion of the fearful; they are so afraid of power that they 
say: “Let us all have equal power.” I think the aim of 
co-ordination should be the building up of a functional 
total. I think we may learn that a jointly developing power 
8 Op. cit. Sec p. 64. 
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means the possibility of creating new values, a wholly 
different process from the sterile one of balancing. Not to 
rearrange existing values, but to bring more into existence 
is the high mission of enlightened human intercourse. 

Collective Bargaining as the Determinant of Value 

I began this paper by asking: “What is the determinant of 
value?”—surely the most important consideration for 
business administration whether we are speaking of value of 
services or what not. Most labour men tell us that value is, 
or should be, determined by collective bargaining. Many 
business men say that value should be determined by 
scientific methods which will do away with collective 
bargaining. But trade unionists do not want to do away with, 
or even to narrow the field of, collective bargaining; they 
want to bargain over everything. They have bargained over 
wages and hours; now many of them say that they should 
have the opportunity of bargaining over changes in the 
technique of industry, since these involve changes in the 
working conditions. If you tell them that industrial tech¬ 
nique is a purely scientific matter, then they reply: “It is 
never the question alone of the advantage of a new method; 
but of who is going to get the advantage? If the worker is to 
get his share that must be bargained for.” 

This is true as far as it goes. Bargaining is at present 
necessary, and the result of bargaining rests on the relative 
strength of the two sides. If we are studying any particular 
industrial controversy, one of the first steps is to seek the 
sources of power of the moment, We ask, “What are the 
general conditions which give to capital or labour the greater 
economic power of the moment?” Unemployment gives 
power to the employer; also lack of education among the 
workmen; also the fact that the employees are not in a 
position to wait. On the other hand, the power of the workers 
is reinforced by the strength of the unions back of them, and 
their strength has increased with the number of unions and 
the numbers in them. 

It is true, therefore, as things are now, that everything 
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should be done to reduce the inequalities in the bargaining 
power of labour and capital, but I think at the same time we 
should see beyond that, that our ultimate aim should be 
different. I do not think this the final secret of solving the 
problems of business administration. Professor Commons 
says: “Unless the labourer can speak as a representative of 
associated labourers, he cannot speak with equal power.” 
While I believe in encouraging employee associations, while 
I think it a grave weakness of some systems of employee 
representation that there is not adequate connection 
between Works Councils and the whole body of workers, still 
my reason for my very strong advocacy of employee associa¬ 
tion is not chiefly to bring about equal power, but because 
this helps us to approach functional unity. I should want to 
make a “side,” not for a fair fight, not for fighting at all, but 
in order that it should enrich the whole. If I were a manu¬ 
facturer I should want to consolidate my workers, not in 
order to give them greater strength in a fight, but in order 
that they should, by conscious unity, be a stronger part of my 
plant and thus strengthen my whole organization. I think 
we should never forget, what we spoke of at greater length 
in the preceding paper, that there are two kinds of “sides." 
There is all the difference in the world between controversial 
sides and integrative or contributing sides. I am interested 
only in the latter. I differ therefore from those people who say 
that the greatest fairness to the worker is to give him equal 
power in the bargaining process. My whole business 
philosophy is different from this. I think we owe both the 
worker and ourselves more than that. 

I trust that the difference between this “equal power,” so 
much talked of, and the power-with we have been consider¬ 
ing, is evident. Equal power means the stage set for a fair 
fight, power-with is a jointly developing power, the aim, a 
unifying which, while allowing for infinite differing, does 
away with fighting. When the Sheffield Shop Stewards said, 
“We organize for power,” did they mean power-over, equal 
power, or power-with? The history of the Shop Stewards’ 
movement in England is sufficient answer to this quesdon. 
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Yet I do not want to be misunderstood on the matter of 
collective bargaining. It is of course necessary at present; 
without it both wages and working conditions would fall 
below even minimum standards.* And, of course, if we do 
have bargaining we should give the two sides equal advan¬ 
tage as far as possible. I am trying to say merely that I think 
it is wise to decide, before we begin on any reorganization of 
our business, whether we believe in collective bargaining as 
an ultimate aim, or whether we accept it for the moment and 
surround it with the fairest conditions we are able to, at the 
same time trying to make our reorganization plan look 
toward a functional unity, which if it does not abolish col¬ 
lective bargaining (it may not) still will give to it a different 
meaning from that which it has at present. The best point 
about collective bargaining is that it rests on conference and 
agreement (there are methods of adjustment, as arbitration, 
which do not), but I believe in conference, not as an episode 
of war, but as one of the necessary activities in the process 
I have called a functional unifying. Would not the un¬ 
qualified acceptance of collective bargaining as now gener¬ 
ally understood commit us to the view that industry must 
remain at the mercy of shifts in “power” from employer to 
workman, from workman to employer? And is there any 
hope for a steady and wholesome progress with that con¬ 
dition of things? 

But I am aware that we have begun on what ought to be 
another talk, and must therefore end rather abruptly. Should 
collective bargaining, we asked, be the determinant of value? 
Not for ever, I think; certainly not in the narrower meaning 
of that term. It seems to me that value is an interweaving, 
and that the clever business administrator must know both 
the strands and the pattern they make. 

8 Moreover, I should not include in an objectionable kind of collective 
bargaining all of the present “agreements” between capital and labour, some 
of which are arrived at by a different process than that of bargaining alone. 
(M. P. F.) 6 
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HOW MUST BUSINESS MANAGEMENT DEVELOP 
IN ORDER TO POSSESS THE ESSENTIALS OF A 
PROFESSION ? 1 

The word “profession” connotes for most people a founda¬ 
tion of science and a motive of service. That is, a profession is 
said to rest on the basis of a proved body of knowledge, and 
such knowledge is supposed to be used in the service of others 
rather than merely for one’s own purposes. Let us ask our¬ 
selves two questions: (i) How far does business management 
rest on scientific foundations? (2) What are the next steps 
to be taken in order that business management shall become 
more scientific? 


Present Signs of a Scientific Basis for Business Management 

We have many indications that scientific method is being 
more and more applied to business management. 

First, of course, is the development of so-called “scientific 
management,” which, after its early stages, began to concern 
itself with the technique of management as well as with the 
technique of operating. 

Secondly, there is the increasing tendency toward special¬ 
ized, or what is being called “functionalized,” manage¬ 
ment. Functionalized management has, indeed, not yet been 
carried far. In some cases the only sign we see of it, beyond 
the recognition that different departments require different 

1 This paper was presented on October 29th, 1925, and, with the three 
succeeding papers, reprinted from Business Management as a Profession, Henry C. 
Metcalf, Editor, A. W. Shaw Company (now McGraw Hill Book Publishing 
Company), 1927. Miss Follett gave one additonal paper in this series of 
conferences, entitled “What Type of Central Administrative Leadership is 
Essential to Business Management as Defined in this Course?’’ This paper 
appears in the Shaw volume, but is omitted in this collection as the same line 
of thought is developed in two of the later papers, Nos. XII and XIII, 
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kinds of knowledge, different kinds of ability, is the employ¬ 
ing of experts for special problems. In other cases a further 
step is taken and a planning department is created; but the 
powers given to planning departments vary greatly from 
plant to plant—some take up only occasional problems as 
they are asked, some are only advisory bodies. Yet in most 
plants the functionalization of management is a process 
which in one way or another has gained a good deal of 
ground recently. That is, the fact is very generally accepted 
that different types of problems require different bodies of 
knowledge. 

In the third place, arbitrary authority is diminishing, 
surely an indication that more value is being put on scientific 
method. The tendency to-day is to vest authority in the 
person who has most knowledge of the matter in question 
and most skill in applying that knowledge. Hiring, for 
instance, is now based on certain principles and special 
knowledge. The job of hiring is given to those who have 
that knowledge. It is not assumed by someone by virtue of 
a certain position. 

Perhaps nowhere do we see more clearly the advance of 
business management toward becoming a profession than in 
our conception of the requirements of the administrative 
head. It would be interesting to take some firm and note 
how one duty after another has in recent years passed from 
the president to various experts, down to that most recent 
addition to many businesses, the economic adviser. One 
president, of whom I enquired what he thought exactly his 
job to be, said to me: “I can’t define my job in terms of 
specific duties because I can’t tell what special duty which 
I have to-day may be given at any moment to someone 
better able than I to handle it.” One of the interesting things 
about that remark (there are several) is that he recognized 
that someone might handle some of his duties better than 
he could; and yet he is an exceedingly able man. He saw 
that some particular task might develop a special technique 
and that men might be trained as experts in that technique. 

The stereotype of the successful business man is indeed 
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changing. The image of the masterful man carrying all 
before him by the sheer force of his personality has largely 
disappeared. One good result of this is that we now consider 
that executive leadership can in part (remember, I say only 
“in part”) be learned. Oliver Sheldon* calls executive 
leadership “an intangible capacity.” I do not wholly agree. 
Someone else says it is “beyond human calculation.” There 
are many things, we hope, which have not yet been calcu¬ 
lated which are not beyond calculation. I think that one of 
the hopes for business management lies in the fact that 
executive leadership is capable of analysis and that men can 
be trained to occupy such positions. I do not, of course, 
mean every man; but not every man can become a doctor 
or an architect. I mean that for business management, 
exactly as for other professions, training is gaining in import¬ 
ance over mere personality. I know a man who told me ten 
or fifteen years ago that he relied on his personality in busi¬ 
ness dealings. He has not made a success of his business. It 
was once thought that the executive’s work rested largely 
on “hunch,” and his subordinates’ on obeying—no science 
in either case. The administrative head who relies first on 
the magic short cut of “hunch,” and secondly on his adroit¬ 
ness or masterfulness in getting others to accept his “hunch,” is, 
I believe, about to be superseded by a man of a different type. 

Can you not remember the picture we used to have of the 
man in the swivel chair? A trembling subordinate enters, 
states his problem; snap goes the decision from the chair. 
This man disappears, only for another to enter. And so it 
goes. The massive brain in the swivel chair all day com¬ 
municates to his followers his special knowledge. An excel¬ 
lent plan if—there seem to be too many if’s in the way! And 
so we resort to the humbler method of scientific research, 
the method of all the professions. 

But with this agreed to, there is another misconception in 
regard to the administrative head. Many writers speak as 
if he were only the glue to hold together all these depart¬ 
ments and functions of our big modern plants. As the need 

* See notes, p, 133. 
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of co-ordination is daily and hourly felt in these vast, complex 
organizations, it is said that the president must do the co¬ 
ordinating. True; but I think that co-ordination is very 
different from matching up the pieces of a picture puzzle, 
to change our metaphor. Later, I am going to say just what 
I think it is; but let me say now that those of us who think 
of the administrative head as more than a mere co-ordinator 
and those of us who think that administrative decisions 
should rest on more than “hunch” (although “hunch,” too, 
is important) are thinking of scientific foundations for 
business management. 

A significant indication of the different type of manage¬ 
ment required to-day is the fact that managers are some¬ 
what less inclined to justify their behaviour by a claim of 
abstract “rights.” An employer used to say, “I have a right 
to treat my men so and so.” Or, “My behaviour in this 
matter is perfectly reasonable.” To-day there are many who 
are more inclined to say: “If I treat my men so and so, how 
will they behave? Why will they behave in that way?” It 
takes far more science to understand human beings—and 
their “rights”—than to proclaim loudly our own rights and 
reasonableness. 

We have a very interesting indication of the new demand 
made upon management in the fact that the idea, which is 
everywhere gaining ground, that we may have greater con¬ 
scious control of our lives is seen in the business world most 
significantly. For example, those fatalistic rhythms, business 
cycles, are now considered susceptible to study, not as 
mysteries wholly beyond the comprehension of man. Again, 
take unemployment. Consider the steel industry. There you 
have an imperishable commodity. Moreover, you can calcu¬ 
late pretty well the demand. And you have rather perman¬ 
ently located firms and mills. There seems no reason, there¬ 
fore, why the steel industry should not eventually be 
stabilized. Every time we take a problem out of the un- 
solvable class and put it into the solvable, and work at it as 
such, we are helping to put business management on a 
scientific basis. Mr. John Maynard Keynes, in a recent 
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address, 3 spoke of the three great epochs of history described 
by Dr. John R. Commons, and stated his belief that we are 
on the threshold of the third of those epochs. The first of 
these was the era of scarcity, which came to an end in about 
the fifteenth century. Next came the era of abundance, the 
dominating idea of which was the doctrine of laissez-faire. 
Finally, there has come the era of stabilization upon which 
we are now entering and in which the doctrine of laissez- 
faire must be abandoned in favour of deliberate, conscious 
control of economic forces for the sake of the general social 

Many people to-day think 'of business not as a game of 
chance, not as a speculative enterprise depending on rising 
and falling markets, but as largely controllable. The mys¬ 
teriousness of business is in fact disappearing as knowledge 
in regard to business methods steadily increases. 

This is seen in the increased sense of responsibility for 
failure. You know the old excuses if a business failed or was 
not getdng on well: the hard terms of bankers, the un¬ 
scrupulousness of competitors, die abominable behaviour of 
trade unions. I think that to-day there is less inclination to 
take refuge in such excuses; that there is a tendency to seek 
the difficulty in the running of the business. There is greater 
frankness in facing difficulties and a keener zest in over¬ 
coming them. You know, perhaps, the story of little Mary, 
who was naughty and was told by her mother to go into the 
next room and ask God to forgive her. When she came back 
her mother said, “Did you do what I told you to?” And 
received the reply, “Yes, I did; and God said, ‘Mercy me, 
little Mary, I know heaps worse’n you.’ ” Many an employer 
takes this attitude, but their numbers are diminishing. 

Moreover, many of the points disputed with trade unions, 
many points which both sides have thought to be legitimate 
fighting issues, are now considered problems which we should 
try to solve. To increase wages without increasing price is 
sometimes a solvable problem. Wherever thinking takes the 

3 "Am 1 a Liberal?", subsequently published in Essays in Persuasion (by 
J. M. Keynes), Macmillan & Co., 193s. 
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place of fighting, we have a striking indication that manage¬ 
ment is coming to rest on scientific foundations. In inter¬ 
national relations—but I have only to mention that term 
for you to see the analogy, for you to see the barbarous stage 
we are yet in, in international relations. Business men have 
the chance to lead the world in substituting thinking for 
fighting. And business men are thinking. One of the things 
I have been most struck with in the last four or five years 
has been the vitality of the thinking of business men. I once 
said to a professor of philosophy, “Do you realize that you 
philosophers have got to look to your laurels, that business 
men are doing some very valuable thinking and may get 
ahead of you?” And he acknowledged this fully and 
generously, which I thought was a significant concession. 

Finally, management, not bankers nor stockholders, is 
now seen to be the fundamental element in industry. It is 
good management that draws credit, that draws workers, 
that draws customers. Moreover, whatever changes come, 
whether industry is owned by individual capitalists or by 
the state or by die workers, it will always have to be man¬ 
aged. Management is a permanent function of business. 

There are many circumstances, let us note in concluding 
the first part of this paper, which are impelling us toward 
a truly scientific management: (i) efficient management has 
to take the place of that exploitation of our natural resources 
whose day is now nearly over; (z) keener competition; 
(3) scarcity of labour; (4) a broader conception of the ethics 
of human relations; (5) the growing idea of business as a 
public service which carries with it a sense of responsibility 
for its efficient conduct. 

What are the Next Steps Toward Making Business Management 
More Scientific? 

Recognizing that business management is every day 
coming more and more to rest on scientific foundations, 
what has it yet to do? First, the scientific standard must be 
applied to the whole of business management; it is now often 
applied to only one part. Business management includes: 
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(i) on the technical side, as it is usually called, a knowledge 
of production and distribution, and (a) on the personnel 
side, a knowledge of how to deal fairly and fruitfully with 
one’s fellows. While the first has been recognized as a matter 
capable of being taught, the latter has been often thought 
to be a gift which some men possess and some do not. That 
is, one part of business management rested on science; the 
other part, it was thought, never could. 

Oliver Sheldon says: “Broadly, management is concerned 
with two primary elements—things and men. The former 
element is susceptible to scientific treatment, the latter is 
not.” 4 And again: “Where human beings are concerned, 
scientific principles may be so much waste paper.” 8 If we 
believe that, we should not be here in a Bureau of Personnel 
Administration Conference. Let us take that statement— 
that human relations are not susceptible of scientific treat¬ 
ment—and ask what scientific treatment is. Science has been 
defined as “knowledge gained by systematic observation, 
experiment, and reasoning; knowledge co-ordinated, ar¬ 
ranged and systematized.” Can we not accumulate in re¬ 
gard to human relations knowledge gained by systematic 
observation, experiment, and reasoning? Can we not co¬ 
ordinate, arrange, and systematize that knowledge? I think 
we can. 

Sheldon says further: “There may be a science of costing, 
of transportation, of operation, but there can be no science 
of co-operation.” 8 The reason we are here studying human 
relations in industry is that we believe there can be a science 
of co-operation. By this I mean that co-operation is not, and 
this I insist on, merely a matter of good intentions, of kindly 
feeling. It must be based on these, but you cannot have 
successful co-operation until you have worked out the 
methods of co-operation—by experiment after' experiment, 
by a comparing of experiments, by a pooling of results! 

p.an UV " Sheldon ‘ Bullttin Taylor Societ ->’ Vo1 - 8 . No. 6, December, 1913, 

Sons?Lt", S iga3) 0n p 36 Phil ° SOphy ° P Mana S tmenl (Loiydon, Sir Isaac Pitman & 

8 Ibid., p. 35. 
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It is my plea above everything else that we learn how to 
co-operate. Of course, one may have a special aptitude for 
dealing with men. as others may have for dealing with 
machines, but there is as much to learn in the one case as in 
the other. 

In all our study of personnel work, however, we should 
remember that we can never wholly separate the human 
and the mechanical problem. This would seem too obvious 
to mention if we did not so often see that separation made. 
Go back to that sentence of Sheldon’s: “There may be a 
science of costing, of transportation, of operation, but there 
can be no science of co-opera tiom” But take Sheldon’s own 
illustration, that of transportation. The engineering part of 
transportation is not the larger part. Please note that I do 
not say it is a small part. It is a large part, and it is the 
dramatic part, and it is the part we have done well, and 
yet the chief part of transportation is the personal things. 
Everyone knows that the main difficulty about transporta¬ 
tion is that there have not always been sensible working 
arrangements between the men concerned. 

But you all see every day that the study of human relations 
in business and the study of the technique of operating are 
bound up together. You know that the way the worker is 
treated affects output. You know that the routing of materials 
and the maintenance of machines is a matter partly of 
human relations. You know, I hope, that there is danger 
in "putting in” personnel work if it is superadded instead 
of being woven through the plant. You remember the man 
who wanted to know something about Chinese meta¬ 
physics and so looked up China in the encyclopaedia and 
then metaphysics, and put them together. We shall not have 
much better success if we try merely to add personnel work. 
Even although there is, as I certainly believe there should be, 
a special personnel department run by a trained expert, yet 
it seems to me that every executive should make some study 
of personnel work a part of that broad foundation which is 
to-day increasingly felt to be necessary for the business 
man. 
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If, then, one of the first things to be done to make 
business management more scientific is to apply scientific 
methods to those problems of management which involve 
human relations, another requirement is that we should 
make an analysis of managers’ jobs somewhat corresponding 
to the analysis of workers’ jobs in the Taylor system. We 
need to get away from tradition, prejudice, stereotypes 
guesswork, and find the factual basis for managerial jobs! 
We know, for instance, what has been accomplished in 
elimination of waste by scientific methods of research and 
experiment applied to operating, to probable demand for 
commodities, and so on. I believe that this has to be carried 
further, and that managerial waste, administrative waste 
should be given the same research and experiment. How 
this can be done, I shall take up later. 

The next step business management should take is to 
organize the body of knowledge on which it should rest. We 
have defined science as an organized body of exact know¬ 
ledge. That is, scientific method consists of two parts: (i) 
research, and (2) the organization of the knowledge obtained 
by research. The importance of research, of continued re¬ 
search, receives every year fuller and fuller appreciation 
from business men; but methods of organizing the results 

wuM C \ reSearch have "0* kept pace with this appreciation. 
While business management is collecting more and more 
exact knowledge, while it is observing more keenly, experi¬ 
menting more widely, it has not yet gone far in organizing 
this knowledge. We have drawn a good many conclusions, 
have thought out certain principles, but have not always 

seen the relation between these conclusions or these 
principles. 

I shall mention here only one way of organizing in in¬ 
dustrial plants our accumulating knowledge in regard to 
executive technique. There should be, I think, in every 
plant, an official, one of whose duties should be to classify 
and interpret managerial experience with the aid of the 
carefully kept records which should be required of every 
executive. From such classification and interpretation of 
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experience—this experience which in essentials repeats 
itself so often from time to time, from department to de¬ 
partment, from plant to plant—it would be possible to draw 
useful conclusions. The importance of this procedure be¬ 
comes more obvious when we remember that having experi¬ 
ence and profiting by experience are two different matters. 
Experience may leave us with mistaken notions, with pre¬ 
judice or suspicion. 

A serious drawback to a fuller understanding and utiliza¬ 
tion of executive experience is that we have at present 
(i) no systematic follow-up of decisions, of new methods, of ex¬ 
periments in managing; and (2) no carefully worked out 
system of recording. Poorly kept records, or the absence of 
any systematic recording, are partly responsible for what 
seems in some plants like a stagnant management, and in all 
plants for certain leaks in management. For instance, the 
fact that we have no follow-up for executive decisions with 
a comparing of results—a procedure necessary before 
business management can be considered fully on a scientific 
basis—is partly a deficiency in recording. The fact that an 
executive, if he wishes to introduce a certain method (not 
in operating, but in management itself), cannot find in any 
records whether that method, or anything like it, has been 
tried before, and what the results have been, is a serious 
deficiency in recording. If an executive is facing a certain 
problem, he should be able to find out: (1) whether other 
executives have had to meet similar problems, (2) how they 
met them, (3) what the results were. It seems to me very 
unfortunate that it is possible for one man to say to another, 
as I heard someone say at the suggestion of a new method, 
“I believe our department tried that a few years ago, but 
I’ve forgotten what we thought of it.” 

I have heard it said that the Harvard football team was 
put on its feet when Percy Haughton introduced the system 
of recording football experience. After that, if someone 
thought he had a brilliant idea that such and such a play 
could be tried on Yale, the first thing done was to examine 
the records; and it might be found that that play had been 
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tried two years before and failed. It might even be discovered 
why it had failed. This system of recording—I believe it 
already existed at Yale—was Mr. Haughton’s great con¬ 
tribution to Harvard football. Because of it, the team could 
not, at any rate, go on making the same mistakes. 

The recording of executive experience, which will prob¬ 
ably need a technique somewhat different from that used 
for the rest of business recording, should have, I think, our 
immediate attention. The system of both recording and 
reporting should be such that records and reports can be 
quickly mastered, and thus be practically useful to all, in¬ 
stead of buried underneath their own verbiage, length, and 
lack of systematization. And there should be required of 
every executive training in the technique of keeping records 
and making reports. 

But we need more than records. We need a new journal, or 
a new department in some present journal; we need sifted 
bibliographies of reports, ways of getting information from 
other parts of the country, from other countries; above all, 
we need executive conferences with carefully worked out 
methods for comparing experience which has been scienti¬ 
fically recorded, analysed, and organized. When many 
different plants are willing to share with one another the 
results of their experience, then we shall have business 
policies based on wider data than those of the present. 

The Graduate School of Business Administration and the 
Bureau of Business Research of Harvard University are now 
collecting cases of business policy, thus opening the way for 
classifying and cross-indexing. Harvard has, of course, been 
able to get hold of a very small number of cases, but this 
seems to be a valuable and significant undertaking. 

I have been interested also in what a certain recent com¬ 
mittee, with representatives from various firms, deliberately 
stated as its object: “the comparison of experience.” I 
should like to know how frank and full their exchange of 
experience was; but any attempt of this kind is interesting, 
indicating, as it does, the attitude on the art of those par¬ 
ticipating that they expect to gain more by working together 
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than they will lose (the old idea) by allowing other firms to 
gain any intimate knowledge of their affairs. 

Moreover, not only should we analyse and compare our 
experience, but we should deliberately experiment. We 
should make experiments, observe experiments, compare 
and discuss these with each other, and see what consensus 
we can come to in our conclusions. For this we should be 
wholly frank with one another. If we have the scientific 
attitude toward our work, we shall be willing to tell our 
failures. I heard of a man who made an ice machine which 
did not work, and the following conversation took place 
between him and a friend he met: 

Friend: “I was sorry to hear your experiment was a 
failure!” 

Man: “Who told you it was a failure?” 

Friend: “Why, I heard your ice machine wouldn’t work.” 

Man: “Oh, that was true enough, but it was a great 
success as an experiment. You can learn as much from your 
failures as from your successes.” 

From such experimenting and from the comparison of 
experience, I think certain standards would emerge. But we 
should remember that, as no Taylorite thinks there is any¬ 
thing final in “standardization,” so we should not aim at a 
static standardization of managerial method, executive 
technique. We should make use of all available present ex¬ 
perience, knowing that experience and our learning from it 
should be equally continuous matters. 

If science gives us research and experimentation as its two 
chief methods, it at the same time shows us that nothing is 
too small to claim our attention. There is nothing unim¬ 
portant in business procedure. For instance, I have men¬ 
tioned record keeping. I know a firm where they tell me that 
they are not getting nearly so much advantage as they should 
from their records because they have not yet worked out a 
system of cross-indexing. Yet to some, cross-indexing may 
not seem to be of great importance. I know a man who says 
frequently about this detail or that, “Oh, that doesn’t 
matter.” Everything matters to the scientist. 
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The following incident seems to me to have some signi¬ 
ficance. I told a man that I was working at the technique of 
the business interview, at which he seemed rather amused 
and said, “I guess most business men know how to conduct 
interviews.” It was evident that he thought he did—but he 
is a man who has never risen above a small position. Later, 
I said the same thing to a clever man in a good position, a 
New York man, by the way. I said it a little hesitatingly, for 
I thought he too might consider it beneath his notice, but 
he was much interested and asked whether he might see my 
paper when finished. 

I have spoken of the classification of experience, the or¬ 
ganizing of knowledge, as one of the necessary preliminaries 
to putting business management on a scientific basis. This 
organized body of knowledge tends at first to remain in the 
hands of a few. Measures should be taken to make it acces¬ 
sible to the whole managerial force. There should be oppor¬ 
tunities for the training of executives through talks, suggested 
readings (including journals on management), through 
wisely led discussion groups and conferences, through 
managers’ associations, foremen’s associations, and the like. 
The organized knowledge of managerial methods which 
many of the higher officials possess should spread to the 
lower executives. 

In some cases, the higher official does not even think of 
this as part of his responsibility. He will say to a subordinate, 
“Here is what I want done; I don’t care how you do it, that’s 
up to you.” Indeed, many an official has prided himself on 
this way of dealing with subordinates. But this is changing. 
It is part of the Taylor system that standards and methods 
for each worker’s job are made accessible to the worker; also 
knowledge of the quality of work expected, which is shown 
him by specifications or drawings. Some such system should 
be developed for management. To develop it might be made 
part of that analysis of managerial jobs which I spoke of 
above. Indeed, more and more of the higher executives are 
seeingnowthat managers’jobs as well as workers’jobs are cap¬ 
able of carrying with them accepted standards and methods. 
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Of course, it is recognized that many of these standards 
and methods need the sanction of custom rather than of 
authority, that they should be indicated rather than pre¬ 
scribed, also that much more elasticity should be allowed 
than in the detailed instructions of the Taylor system—but 
this is all part of that large subject, the method of training 
executives. 

Possibly in time, as business organization develops, we 
shall have an official for executives corresponding to the 
functional foreman who is sometimes known as the “methods 
instructor,” an official whose duty it will be to see that cer¬ 
tain managerial methods are understood and followed, as it 
is the duty of the functional foreman to see that certain 
operating methods are understood and followed. But 1 
should not advocate this unless the executives were allowed 
fullest opportunity for contributing to such prescribed 
methods. The development of managerial technique has 
been thought by some to involve the risk of crushing 
originality, the danger of taking away initiative. I think that, 
rightly managed, it should give executives increased oppor¬ 
tunity for the fruitful exercise of initiative and originality, for 
it is they themselves who must develop this technique even 
if helped by experts. The choice here presented is not that 
between originality and a mechanical system, but between 
a haphazard, hit-or-miss way of performing executive duties 
and a scientifically determined procedure. 

Yet when business management has gained something of 
an accepted technique, there still remains, as part of the 
training of executives, the acquiring of skill in its application. 
Managerial skill cannot be painted on the outside of execu¬ 
tives; it has to go deeper than that. Like manual workers, 
managerial workers have to acquire certain habits and 
attitudes. And, just as in the case of manual workers, for 
the acquisition of these habits and attitudes three conditions 
must be given: (i) detailed information in regard to a new 
method; (2) the stimulus to adopt this method; and (3) the 
opportunity to practice it so that it may become a habit. 

A business man tells me that I should emphasize the last 
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point particularly. He says that his firm has been weak just 
here; that they have done more preaching than they have 
given opportunity for practice. He says: “We’ve given them 
a lecture on piano playing and then put them on the concert 
stage. This winter we are going to try to invent ways of 
giving real practice to foremen so that a set of habits can be 
formed.” 

No subject is more important than the training of executives, 
but as it is a subject which would require a whole paper for 
even the most superficial consideration, we cannot speak 
further of it here. Let me just say, however, as a hint of what 
I shall elaborate later, that if you wish to train yourself for 
higher executive positions, the first thing for you to decide 
is what you are training for. Ability to dominate or manipu¬ 
late others? That ought to be easy enough, since most of 
the magazines advertise sure ways of developing something 
they call “personality.” But I am convinced that the first 
essential of business success is the capacity for organized 
thinking. 

In conclusion: What does all this imply in regard to the 
profession of business management? It means that men must 
prepare themselves as seriously for this profession as for any 
other. They must realize that they, as all professional men, 
are assuming grave responsibilities, that they are to take a 
creative part in one of the large functions of society, a part 
which, I believe, only trained and disciplined men can in 
the future hope to take with success. 



VI 


HOW MUST BUSINESS MANAGEMENT DEVELOP 
IN ORDER TO BECOME A PROFESSION* 

I said in the preceding lecture that for most people the word 
“profession” connotes a foundation of science and a motive 
of service. It would be well, therefore, for us to examine the 
idea of service. I do not wholly like the present use of that 
word. In the first place, it has been so over-used that we are 
tired of it—“Service is our motto,” “Service with a smile,” 
and so on. Moreover, this word is often used sentimentally, 
or at least vaguely, to express good intentions, or even, like 
charity, to cover a multitude of sins. “Public service” is not 
always genuine service; public service corporations are not 
wholly self-sacrificing associations. “Social service” often 
means the work necessary to make up for certain defects in 
society, as pure-milk stations. It is well to have healthy 
babies; but we are looking forward to the time when the 
making of healthy babies will not devolve on extra-social 
agencies, on agencies which would be unnecessary if society 
were what we hope it will some day become. You see, I do 
not call pure-milk stations social agencies, as do most people, 
but extra-social; and the distinction I am making here seems 
to me to have some value. Business is, and should be con¬ 
sidered, truly a social agency. 

The Meaning of Service-Function 
Underneath all the various current uses of the word 
“service,” there is the idea of service as expressing man’s 
altruism, labour performed for another, doing good to others. 
I think there is a more profound meaning to service than 
this. Let us look at the matter historically. Is there any 
1 See note, p. 117; this paper was presented on November 5th, 1925. 
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foundation in the development of our early communities 
for the notion of business based on altruistic service? A group 
of people settling in a new region first plant and sow. But 
other things have to be done. One buys groceries and sells 
to his neighbours. He does this expecting someone else in 
the community to build his store and house and keep them in 
repair, and someone else to make his shoes, and someone 
else to look after him when he is ill, and so on. This is an 
exchange, or interchange, of services. When we say “re¬ 
ciprocal service” it seems to me that we are nearer the facts 
and also that we are expressing that give-and-take of life 
which is its noblest as it is its most profound aspect. That 
person is intellectually or morally defective who is not 
taking part in the give-and-take of life. 

With this understanding of the word “service,” I think it 
a good word. Its connotation of self-sacrifice, of the recog¬ 
nition of other aims than private gain, makes it a high motive 
for individual lives and a social asset. If a man thinks of his 
business as a service, he will certainly not increase private 
profits at the expense of public good. Moreover, “business as 
service” tends to do away with one conception which was 
very unfortunate. There was a notion formerly that a man 
made money for himself, a purely selfish occupation, in the 
daytime, and rendered his service to the community by 
sitting on the school board or some civic committee at night. 
Or he might spend his early and middle life in business, in 
getting money, and then do his service later by spending his 
money in ways useful to the community—if he did not die 
before that stage arrived! The much more wholesome idea, 
which we have now, is that our work itself is to be our 
greatest service to the community. 

There is, however, a word which gives us a truer idea of 
the place of business in society than even the expression 
“reciprocal service.” I refer, of course, to the word you 
have been thinking of as you have been reading this paper, 
the word “function.” A business man should think of his 
work as one of the necessary functions of society, aware that 
other people are also performing necessary functions, and 
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that all together these make a sound, healthy, useful com¬ 
munity. “Function” is the best word because it implies not 
only that you are responsible for serving your community, 
but that you are partly responsible for there being any com¬ 
munity to serve. 

For some time there has been emerging a sense of industry 
as a function. And this among employees as well as among 
employers. Someone who attended the La Follette Conven¬ 
tion told me that the reason the locomotive engineers had 
so much influence there was that they had a sense of railroads 
as functional instruments and brought in a programme 
which resulted, not in oratory, but in discussion. A good 
many unionists are beginning to see that labour’s stake in 
industry is not its stake in collective bargaining, but its 
stake in maintaining a useful enterprise. This is an under¬ 
standing of function. And this gives actual, not evangelical, 
value to the idea of service. 

I said that the chief reason we often hesitate to use the 
word “service” is that it has been abused. But so was the 
word “efficiency,” which preceded it, and so certainly is 
this word “function” which is succeeding it. We need all 
these words—efficiency, service, function—but we need to 
use all three discriminatingly. 

Assuming, then, that a profession (i) is exercised as one 
of the necessary functions of society, not purely for private 
gain, (a) that it is the application of a proved and systematic 
body of knowledge; recognizing, that is, that it rests on the 
double foundation of science and service, reciprocal service— 
what are some of the other implications involved in regarding 
an occupation as a profession? 

One is certainly love of the work. A doctor or a lawyer, a 
teacher, a chemist, or an engineer usually cares greatly for 
his work, chooses it usually for that reason, voluntarily goes 
through the training necessary for it, often a long and 
strenuous training. But many a boy drifts into a business 
without having felt any particular urge to do that particular 
thing. 

And love of work usually includes satisfaction in work well 
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done. Craftsman and artist and professional man have aimed 
at this satisfaction, and more and more this is becoming true 
of business men. There is an expression which I like very 
much, “honest” work. We speak of a certain carpenter or 
plumber as giving us honest work. It would be profitable, 
I think, for each one of us to scrutinize his own work rigor¬ 
ously to see if it is as “honest” as, say, the surgeon’s standard. 
In a recent book, the author speaks of the business man’s 
zeal for service, and says that long after the clerks have 
departed from the office of a big corporation you can see 
lights burning in the rooms of the executives. Much fun has 
been made of this sentence, but I think a good deal of over¬ 
time work is done, if not for service, at any rate with the 
craftsman’s love of doing a job well. And it seems to me that 
this is too fine an aim to be made second even to that of 
service, which sometimes narrows us down to too meagre 
an ethics. The whole grandeur of life is not there. It is indeed 
a noble word, but so also is self-expression, the love of work, 
the craftsman’s and artist’s joy in work well done. It seems to 
me, in short, that some people have their imagination 
aroused by the idea of service, others by high standards of 
accomplishment; that usually these go together; and that no 
occupation can make a more worthy appeal to the imagina¬ 
tion, either from the point of view of the service it can per¬ 
form or from the tremendous interest of the job itself, than 
that of business management. 

Professional Standards Developed and Effected through Group 

Organization 

Men have been greatly helped in developing standards 
and in adhering to standards by combining into some form 
of association. Each profession has its association. While I 
object to the idea that individual professional men have 
necessarily a higher code than individual business men, I do 
think that the professions are ahead of business in the fact 
that their codes are group codes. The errors of the personal 
equation are thus often corrected. Moreover, members know 
that they cannot have the respect of their group unless they 
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follow its standards. But business, too, has begun to develop 
group codes. We can see how various trade associations, 
begun chiefly for such objects as central credit records or to 
secure legislation favouring their particular industry, have 
already improved trade practices and raised trade standards. 
And managers have now their associations, too. This is a 
step toward management’s becoming a profession. 

A professional association is an association with one object 
above all others. The members do not come together merely 
for the pleasure of meeting others of the same occupation; 
nor do they meet primarily to increase their pecuniary gain; 
although this may be one of the objects. They have joined 
in order better to perform their function. They meet: 

To establish standards. 

To maintain standards. 

To improve standards. 

To keep members up to standards. 

To educate the public to appreciate standards. 

To protect the public from those individuals who have not 
attained standards or wilfully do not follow them. 

To protect individual members of the profession from each 
other. 

These objects of a professional association may be summed 
up by saying that a profession provides a corporate respon¬ 
sibility. As most of the objects speak for themselves, I shall 
refer further to only three: corporate responsibility for 
maintenance of standards, for the education of the public, 
and for the development of professional standards. 

In regard to the first, maintenance of standards, business can 
certainly learn a lesson from the professions, where the ideal is 
loyalty to the work rather than to the company. An architect 
feels primarily that he belongs to a certain profession, only 
secondarily that he is working for a particular firm. He may 
change his firm; but he remains permanently bound to the 
standards of his profession. I recognize that there is very 
serious trouble when the standards of one’s firm and one’s 
profession clash —there is indeed a difficult integration for you. 
What I am emphasizing here is that in the profession it is 
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recognized that one’s professional honour demands that one 
shall make this integration. If business management were a 
profession and had its own recognized code, differences 
between executives and company heads could perhaps be 
more easily adjusted. I know a man who recently left a 
Southern firm because, he told me, he could not reconcile 
his principles with the way that firm conducted business. 
When he put the matter to the firm, his principles were 
treated as a purely individual matter. If he had been a 
doctor, or if business management were a profession, he 
could have prevented the matter becoming personal by 
referring to the accepted standards or methods of the 
profession. 

When, therefore, I say that members of a profession feel 
a greater loyalty to their profession than to the company, I 
do not mean that their loyalty is to one group of persons 
rather than to another; but that their loyalty is to a body of 
principles, of ideals; that is, to a special body of knowledge 
of proved facts and the standards arising therefrom. What, 
then, are we loyal to? To the soul of our work. To that which 
is both in our work and which transcends our work. This 
seems to me the highest romance as it is the deepest religion, 
namely, that by being loyal to our work we are loyal to that 
which transcends our work. The great romance of business 
is not, as sometimes supposed, the element of chance. That 
spells adventure only for him with the gambler’s tempera¬ 
ment. The high adventure of business is its opportunity for 
bringing into manifestation every hour of the day the deeper 
thing within every man, transcending every man, which you 
may call your ideal, or God, or what you will, but which is 
absent from no man. 

In regard to tire second point mentioned above, respon¬ 
sibility for the education of the public, it is considered one 
of the duties of a profession to train the public by sticking to 
professional standards instead of merely giving the public 
what it wants. An architect, to be sure, may put cupolas and 
gimcracks on a house he is building, a portrait painter may 
get rich by painting portraits flattering his sitters, but when 
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architect or portrait painter does these things he is outside 
professional standards, outside the accepted tradition of a 
group of people. If business management is to become a 
profession, business management, too, will have to think of 
educating the public, not merely of giving it what it asks for. 
The head of a string of restaurants, one who thinks of business 
as a public service and is trying to give wholesome food as a 
public health measure, was trying to reduce the bacterial 
count in ice cream. A customer asked one day, “Why doesn’t 
the ice cream taste as it used to?” “We are trying,” said the 
waitress, “to reduce the bacterial count.” “Oh, give us our 
old bugs. We liked ’em,” said the customer. 

Oliver Sheldon says, “Management acknowledges as 
master the public will of the community alone.” I do not 
agree with that. The public will of a particular community 
may have to be educated to appreciate certain standards. 
That is exactly what is going to make business management 
a profession: to realize that it is responsible to something 
higher than the public will of a community, that its service 
to the public does not lie wholly in obeying the public. 

And this brings us to our third point. One of the aims of 
the professional man is not only to practise his profession, to 
apply his science, but to extend the knowledge upon which 
that profession is based. A profession means, not only a 
tradition, but a developing tradition. There would be no 
progress if men merely lived up to the standards of their pro¬ 
fession. The judge makes a decision which not only disposes 
of the case in hand, but becomes a precedent. A lawyer 
often handles a case in such fashion that certain principles 
are established or strengthened. The doctor not only cures 
a particular person, but has something to tell his profession 
about that particular disease. Business lags behind the pro¬ 
fessions in this respect. You know how often you hear the 
expression “get by”—“I guess we can get by on that.” Men 
tide over certain situations without doing that which means 
a progressive policy for their business, or that which helps 
to establish a standard for business management. 

There is one thing which I think all executives should 
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remember every hour of the day. You are not helping to 
develop your profession only when you are discussing its 
demands in the managers’ association. The way in which 
you give every order, the way in which you make every 
decision, the way in which you meet every committee, in 
almost every act you perform during the day, you may be 
contributing to the science of management. Business manage¬ 
ment cannot become a profession unless business men 
realize fully their part in making it such. All professions have 
been developed by the work of their own members. If there 
were people somewhere in the world creating executive 
technique, and you were applying it, your job would be big; 
but it is just twice as big as that, for there is no one else in 
the world but yourselves to create the science, the art, the 
profession of business management. This is pioneer work and 
difficult, but it has always been pioneer work to which men 
have responded with courage and vigour. 

We have been speaking of professional standards as formed 
and developed through group association. Is there not some¬ 
thing in the manner in which those ideals are followed which 
we have hitherto connected more closely with the professions 
than with business? There is a word which means a great 
deal to me; I wonder if it does to you. That is “style.” What¬ 
ever a man does, whether he is a statesman or artisan, 
whether he is poet or tennis player, we like his activity to 
have the distinction of something we call style. Style, how¬ 
ever, is a difficult thing to define. I have seen it defined 
variously as adapting form to material, as calculation of means 
to end, as restraint, as that which is opposed to all that is 
sloppy and bungling, the performance of an act without 
waste. Others speak of style as broad design, noble propor¬ 
tion. A manager’s job performed with style would have all 
these characteristics. 

I have looked for style in literature and art, games and 
statesmanship. It is interesting to watch polo from this point 
of view. In all the games of polo I have seen, the best players 
have usually had style: no waste of muscle, calculation of 
means to end, yes, and proportion and design, too. Again, 
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watch a good actor when his acting has the distinction of 
style. There is restraint, calculation of means to end, no 
waste of energy. A physiologist watching a scene of agony 
on the stage will, if the acting is of the first order, tell you 
that he sees no waste of muscular force. In poor acting, 
however, there is such waste. Such acting lacks, among other 
things, style. 

Professor Whitehead gives attainment and restraint as the 
two chief elements of style and says: 

“Style is the fashioning of power, the restraint of power. The 
administrator with a sense of style hates waste, the engineer with 
a sense of style economizes his material, the artisan with a sense 
of style prefers good work. Style is the ultimate morality of mind.” 

And further: 

“With style, the end is attained without side issues, without 
raising undesirable inflammations. With style, you attain your 
end and nothing but your end. With style, the effect of your 
activity is incalculable, and foresight is the last gift of gods to 
men. With style, your power is increased, for your mind is not 
disturbed with irrelevances, and you are more likely to attain 
your object. Now style is the exclusive privilege of the expert. 
Whoever heard of the style of an amateur poet, of an amateur 
painter? Style is 'always the product of specialist study, the 
contribution of specialism to culture.” 

That is an interesting phrase, “the contribution of 
specialism to culture.” Then you need not, according to this 
definition, give your daytime hours to a low thing called 
business, and in the evening pursue culture. Through your 
business itself, if you manage it with style, you are making 
a contribution to the culture of the world. It makes business 
management interesting, doesn’t it? I take it that you are 
taking this course throughout the winter to learn how to 
give to your work of management the distinction of style. 

I have left to the last what seems to me the chief function, 
the real service, of business: to give an opportunity for in¬ 
dividual development through the better organization of 
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human relationships. Several times lately I have seen business 
defined as production, the production of useful articles. But 
every activity of man should add to the intangible values of 
life as well as to the tangible, should aim at other products 
than merely those which can be seen and handled. What 
does “useful” mean, anyway? We could live without many 
of the articles manufactured. But the greatest usefulness of 
these articles consists in the fact that their manufacture 
makes possible those manifold, interweaving activities of 
men by which spiritual values are created. There is no over¬ 
production here. 

Suppose the doctors should tell us that it would be more 
healthy to go barefoot, and we should all take their advice. 
What would become of all the shoe factories? Of course, the 
manufacturers would find out how much of their equipment 
could be used in making something else, and they would 
turn to the manufacture of that other article. In that case 
must they consider their previous work of no value? Must an 
old man who has been a shoe manufacturer think he has 
wasted his life in producing something actually injurious to 
the community? I think he would have to, if all he had pro¬ 
duced was boots and shoes, the material product. But not 
if the men who worked in that factory, managerial or manual 
workers, had through their work become more developed 
human beings. And the tendency to-day in many plants is, 
most happily, to make that development one of the objects 
of the industry. It is the development of the individual 
involving the progress of society, that some of our finer 
presidents are aiming at, not pecuniary gain only; not service 
in the sense of supplying all our present crude wants, but the 
raising of men to finer wants. If the aim of the lawyer is 
justice, if the aim of the doctor is health, if the aim of the 
architect is beauty, business, I am sure, may have as noble 
an aim. There are business men to-day who perceive that 
the process of production is as important for the welfare of 
society as the product of production. This is what makes 
personnel work in industry the most interesting work in the 
world. 
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If business offers so large an opportunity for the creation of 
spiritual values, and I think it offers a larger opportunity 
than any single profession in the possibilities of those intimate 
human interweavings through which all development of man 
must come; if many business men are taking advantage of 
that opportunity, should we any longer allow the assumption 
which I have seen stated three times since last summer, that 
the professions are for service and business for pecuniary 
gain? I have seen the expression “the greed of the business 
man.” I have seen it stated that the business man’s test of an 
undertaking is, “Will it increase income?” while the profes¬ 
sional man’s test is, “Will it increase the sum of human 
welfare?” But I do not think this distinction valid. I object 
to dividing us off into sheep and goats and putting all the 
goats on the side of business. Professional men as well as 
business men used to think less of pecuniary gain. But that 
is their responsibility. Ours, it seems to me, is to redeem the 
word “business.” We are told that business should have a 
professional conscience. Why not a business conscience? Why 
not business pride as well as professional pride? 

It is unfair to think that all business men have only as 
high a code as is compatible with keeping profits at a certain 
level. I have known business men who were willing to make 
sacrifices to maintain certain standards. Napoleon called 
England a “nation of shopkeepers.” That was an epitome 
of his own character. Shopkeeping did not have the pomp 
and glory of his trade. It had none of the deceptive values 
on which his life was based. 

We have progressed in a hundred years beyond Napoleon’s 
notion of shopkeeping; yet in an interview reported in the 
Boston Herald the artist, Cecilia Beaux, said in effect, “The 
business man aims at success in the sense of wealth or 
prominence; the artist’s idea of success is the satisfactory 
development of an idea.” If I were a business man, I would 
not let business lie any longer under this stigma. It is true 
that the artist or the professional man undertakes to solve 
his problems, he does not try to “get by.” He would rather 
be lamely and blunderingly trying to solve his problem than 
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brilliantly escaping it. But why should not the business man 
have the same attitude? Cecilia Beaux said in this interview, 
“The artist grips his idea and will not let it go until it has 
blessed him, as the angel blessed Jacob.” 

I see no reason why business men should have lower 
ideals than artists or professional men. Let us, indeed, do 
everything possible to make business management a pro¬ 
fession, but while we are doing it, I think we may feel that 
business men can make as large a contribution to professional 
ideals as the so-called learned professions. I think, indeed, 
that the business man has opportunities to lead the world in 
an enlarged conception of the expressions “professional 
honour,” “professional integrity.” That phrase which we 
hear so often, “business integrity,” is already being extended 
to mean far more than a square deal in a trade. 

I have tried to show in this and the previous lecture that 
business management has already acquired some of the 
essentials of a profession, that it is on the way to acquire 
others. By far the most significant sign that business manage¬ 
ment is becoming a profession is that the old idea of business 
as trading has begun to disappear. The successful business 
man of the past was thought to be the one who could get the 
best in a trade. This required neither great intelligence nor 
special training. A man used to think that if his boy was not 
clever enough for a profession he must be put into business. 
To-day we think that business management needs as high an 
order of intelligence, as thorough a training as any of the 
“learned” professions. 

It seems to me very significant that we seldom hear to-day 
the expression so common twenty or even ten years ago— 
“captains of industry.” While all captains of industry did not 
fly the black flag, still in the nineteenth century ruthlessness 
and success too often went together; buccaneering and busi¬ 
ness were too often synonymous. Even when this was not so, 
the captain of industry was at best a masterful man who 
could bend all wills to his own. This is beginning to change. 
Success is now seen to depend on something other th an 
domination. It is significant that two ideas which so long 
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existed together are disappearing together—namely, business 
as trading, and managing as manipulating. 

As arbitrary authority in the management of business has 
decreased, as authority has come to be associated less with 
mere position and more with actual capacity, the whole 
executive force has more opportunities to exercise creative 
ability in contributions to organization. Please bear in mind 
that by the word “organization” I mean far more than 
constructing a system. As Mr. Dennison has told us, “We 
have to reorganize every day.” By which he means, I think, 
that many of the daily executive duties contribute to a 
developing organization. 

Organization is the word most often heard to-day in all 
discussions of business development. The greatest weakness 
in most industrial plants is seen to be organization. The 
organization engineer is the one most in demand. Do you 
not think that the recognition of organization as the chief 
need of business is rather interesting when we remember 
that conscious organization is the great spiritual task of man? 
We speak of the “composition” of a picture; it is the way the 
artist has organized his material. The harmony of a piece of 
music depends on the way the musician has organized his 
material. The statesman organizes social facts into legisla¬ 
tion and administration. The greater the statesman, the 
greater power he shows in just this capacity. It might be fun 
to try to do it in one’s own life, to say: “Here are the materials 
of my life. How would the artist arrange them in order to 
make the composition the most significant? How would he 
subordinate lesser values to higher values? How would he 
manage to give everything its fullest value? Or we might 
ask ourselves the craftsman’s question, “How can I make of 
my life a whole whose beauty and use shall be one?” Organi¬ 
zation is what separates mediocre endeavour from high 
endeavour. No one has a better opportunity than the 
business manager to take part in this the highest endeavour 
of the human race. 

It occurs to me that you may think, because I have hardly 
mentioned the profit motive in business, that I have 
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deliberately avoided it. I assure you I have not. We all want 
profit and as much as we can get. And this is as it should be 
when other things are not sacrificed to it. 

When people talk of substituting the service motive for 
the profit motive, I always want to ask: Why this wish to 
simplify motive when there is nothing more complex? Take 
any one of our actions to-day and examine it. There probably 
have been several motives for it. It is true that if anyone 
asked you why you did so and so, you would probably pick 
out to present to the public the motive which you thought 
did you the most credit. But the fact of the actual complexity 
remains. We work for profit, for service, for our own 
development, for the love of creating something. At any one 
moment, indeed, most of us are not working directly or 
immediately for any of these things, but to put through the 
job in hand in the best possible manner, which might be 
thought of, perhaps, as the engineer’s motive. But whatever 
these motives are labelled—ethical or service motive, 
engineer’s motive, craftsman’s motive, the creative urge of 
the artist, the pecuniary gain motive—whatever, I say, 
these various motives, I do not think we should give any up, 
but try to get more rather than fewer. To come back to the 
professions: can we not learn a lesson from them on this very 
point? The professions have not given up the money motive. 
I do not care how often you see it stated that they have. 
Professional men are eager enough for large incomes; but 
they have other motives as well, and they are often willing to 
sacrifice a good slice of income for the sake of these other 
things. We all want the richness of life in the terms of our 
deepest desire. We can purify and elevate our desires, we 
can add to them, but there is no individual or social progress 
in curtailment of desires. 


145 



VII 


THE MEANING OF RESPONSIBILITY IN 
BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 1 

The Illusion of Final Responsibility 
As our subject, “The Meaning of Responsibility in Business 
Management,” would require more than one paper for 
adequate consideration, I have decided to centre this discus¬ 
sion on what is called “final” responsibility. Let us think of 
that in connection with certain other expressions which are 
akin to it, such as “ultimate authority,” “supreme control.” 
When Sidney Webb, in The New Spirit in Industry, writes of 
“ultimate authority,” as do many others too, when Oliver 
Sheldon writes of “final determination” of policy and 
“supreme control” as two of the functions of administration 
as so many do, I think that expressions are being used which 
are a survival of former days, 

These expressions do not seem to me accurately to describe 
business as conducted nowadays in many plants. Business 
practice has gone ahead of business theory. So much goes to 
contribute to administrative decisions before the part which 
the administrative head takes in them, which is indeed 
sometimes merely the official promulgation of a decision, 
that the conception of final responsibility is losing its force in 
the present organizations of business. This is as true of other 
executives as of the head. Here, too, final decisions have the 
form and the force which they have accumulated. I have seen 
an under-executive feel a little self-important over a decision 
he had made, when that decision had really come to him 
ready-made. An executive decision is a moment in a process. 
The growth of a decision, the accumulation of responsibility, 
not the final step, is what we need most to study. 

1 See note, p. 117; this paper was presented on April agth, 1926. 
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The most fundamental idea in business to-day, that which 
has permeated our whole thinking on business organization, 
is that of function. Each man performs a function or part of a 
function. Research and scientific study determine function in 
scientifically managed plants. A man should have just as 
much, no more and no less, responsibility as goes with his 
function or his task. He should have just as much, no more 
and no less, authority as goes with his responsibility. 8 
Function, responsibility, and authority should be the three 
inseparables in business organization. People talk about the 
limit of authority when it would be better to speak of the 
definition of task. 

If, then, authority and responsibility are derived from 
function, they have little to do with the hierarchy of position. 
And in scientifically managed shops this is more and more 
recognized. The dispatch clerk has more authority in 
dispatching work than the president. When we find foremen 
jealous of their “authority,” jealous, for instance, of the part 
the employment manager has in “hiring and firing,” they 
have to be led to see that authority is not the important 
thing which has been given to the employment manager, 
but the function of hiring and firing. Or we might say that 
one of the foreman’s jobs has been given to someone else, 
just as one of the president’s jobs is often nowadays given to 
some specialist engaged to do that particular thing. One of 
the differences between the old-time foreman and the present 
is that the former was thinking in terms of his authority; he 
thought he could not keep up his dignity before his men 
unless he had this thing which he called “authority.” Many 
foremen of to-day are learning to think in terms of responsi¬ 
bility for definite tasks or for a defined group of tasks. 

Or, to take another illustration, I read in some plans of 
employee representation that authority has been granted to 

8 Cf. The New State, p. 83a: “Moreover, at present representative government 
rests on the fallacy that when you delegate the job you delegate the responsi¬ 
bility. . . . What we need is a kind of government which will delegate the job, 
but not the responsibility. The case is somewhat like that of the head of a business 
undertaking, who makes the men under him responsible for his own work and 
still the final responsibility rests with him. This is not divided responsibility 
but shared responsibility—a very different thing.” 
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employee representatives to discharge and discipline. Those 
who devise plans of employee representation should not be 
thinking of authority to discharge and discipline, but where • 
the function of discharge and discipline should be placed— 
with management, with workers, or with both. This may 
seem a matter of mere language to you, but I do not think 
it is; I think it will affect your attitude on this subject very 
materially in which of these terms you are thinking. 

This conception of authority as bound up with function 
does away with that bugbear of many political scientists, 
“central interference.” As business is being organized to-day 
there is less and less chance of central interference, for we 
find authority and responsibility with the head of a depart¬ 
ment, with an expert, with the driver of a truck as he decides 
on order of deliveries. I know a man in an industrial plant 
who is superintendent of a division which includes a number 
of departments. He tells me that in many cases hesays to the 
head of a department, “With your permission, I do so and 
so.” This is a decided reversal of the usual method, is it not? 
In the old hierarchy of position, the head of the department 
would be “under” the superintendent of the division; the 
“lower” would take orders from the “higher.” But my friend 
recognizes that authority should go with knowledge and 
experience; that that is where obedience is due, no matter 
whether it is up the line or down the line. Where knowledge 
and experience are located, there, he says, you have the key 
man to the situation. If this has begun to be recognized in 
business practice, we have here the forerunner of some 
pretty drastic changes in organization. 

This conception of authority and responsibility should do 
away also with the idea almost universally held that the 
president delegates authority and responsibility. One of our 
ablest writers says: “The chief executive should define 
clearly each staff executive’s responsibility and its relation 
to general purposes and plans, and should grant each staff 
executive adequate corresponding authority.” But is that 
exactly what happens in business? Is not this, as a matter of 
fact, decided by the plan of organization? When a plant 
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reorganizes and introduces staff management along with 
line management, the duties, authority, and responsibility 
of the staff executives are inherent in the plan of organiza¬ 
tion. Whatever formality is necessary on the part of the 
president is more or less of a formality. 

This phrase, “delegating authority,” assumes that the 
owner or thief executive has the “right’' to all the authority, 
but that it is useful to delegate some of it. I do not think that 
the president or general manager should have any more 
authority than goes with his function. Therefore I do not see 
how you can delegate authority except when you are ill or 
take a vacation. And then you have not exactly delegated 
authority. Someone is doing your work and he has the 
authority which goes with that particular piece of work. 
Authority belongs to the job and stays with the job. 

I have just denied the “right” of the chief executive to all 
the authority. The idea of function changes very materially 
our conception of “rights,” a term which is, happily, rapidly 
disappearing. Our activities are not determined by any 
abstract notion of rights. The head of a branch bank may 
decide on small loans, while large loans have to go up to the 
executive committee. This is not because the executive 
committee has the “right" to pass on large loans, but 
because it is recognized that the combined judgment of the 
executive committee and the head of the branch bank is 
probably better than that of either alone. 

The Interweaving of Authority and Responsibility 

We are now ready to take a second step in the considera¬ 
tion of this subject. Authority and responsibility go with 
function, but as the essence of organization is the inter¬ 
weaving of functions, authority and responsibility we now 
see as a matter of interweaving. An order, a command, is a 
step in a process, a moment in the movement of inter¬ 
weaving experience. We should guard against thinking this 
step a larger part of the whole process than it really is. There 
is all that leads to the order, all that comes afterwards— 
methods of administration, the watching and recording of 
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results, what flows out of it to make further orders. If we 
race all that leads to a command, what persons are con¬ 
nected with it and in what way, we find that more than one 
man’s experience has gone to the making of that moment. 
Unless it is a matter of purely arbitrary authority. Arbitrary 
authority, or the “power over,” which we considered in the 
paper on “Power,” is authority not related to all the experi¬ 
ence concerned, but to that of one man alone, or of one 
group of men. 

The particular person, then, identified with the moment 
of command—foreman, upper executive or expert—is not 
the most important matter for our consideration, although, 
of course, a very important part of the process. All that I 
want to emphasize is that there is a process. A political 
scientist writes, “Authority co-ordinates the experiences of 
men.” But I think this is a wrong view of authority. The 
form of organization should be such as to allow or induce 
the continuous co-ordination of the experiences of men. A 
practical business man, the member of a firm of manu¬ 
facturers in one of our Western States, said to me, while 
speaking of the necessity of business management’s becoming 
a profession: “And the essence of any profession is finding 
the law. That is what makes business management a science. 
The business manager has to find the law of every managerial 
activity in question.” This means that this man recognizes 
authority as inherent in the situation, not as attached to an 
official position. He would not agree with the political 
scientist that authority co-ordinates the experiences of men, 
because he sees that legitimate authority flows from co¬ 
ordination, not co-ordination from authority. 

It would seem to go without saying that you cannot hold 
people responsible for anything unconnected with their 
experience. Yet this was what the Allies tried to do when 
they sought power over Germany through the Treaty of 
Versailles. The Treaty of Versailles failed because, not being 
related to the experience of the Germans, the Allies found 
it impossible to hold Germany responsible for the results. 
I am not responsible for anything which has not its roots in 
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my experience or my potential experience, that is, the 
experience I am in a position to acquire by reason of my 
function. 

It is because responsibility is the outcome of an inter¬ 
weaving experience that we often find it so difficult to “fix” 
responsibility, as it is called. Is it the head of a manufacturing 
department who is responsible for the quality of a food 
product, or is it the consulting chemist? If a certain method 
you are using in your business proves a failure, who is 
responsible? The expert who suggested it? Or the head of the 
department who accepted it? Or those who engaged expert 
and head of department? Or the man who carried it out and 
knew it wouldn’t work but obeyed orders? Again, if the 
quality of a piece of work is poor, it may be the fault of the 
last worker on it, or it may have been handed to him in poor 
condition from a previous operation, or the workers may 
have been given poor material, or all of these causes may 
have led to the final result. We might multiply these instances 
indefinitely; every one agrees, for instance, that managers 
and operators are both responsible for waste. This pluralistic 
responsibility, this interlocking responsibility, makes it 
difficult to “fix” responsibility, yet business success depends 
partly on doing just this. We have a problem here to 
think out. We have to discover how far each one con¬ 
cerned has contributed to the failure or partial failure, not 
in order to blame, but in order to learn all we can from this 
experience. 

Another corollary from this conception of authority and 
responsibility as a moment in interweaving experience is 
that you have no authority as a mere left-over. You cannot 
take the authority which you won yesterday and apply it 
to-day. That is, you could not if we were able to embody 
the conception we are now considering in a plan of organiza¬ 
tion. In the ideal organization authority is always fresh, 
always being distilled anew. The importance of this in 
business management has not yet been estimated. 

Of course, you will understand that in all this I am speak¬ 
ing of business organization in the more progressive plants, 
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but there are as yet far more plants organized under the 
old doctrines. 

It seems to me that there should be one very important 
consequence of this conception of authority and respon¬ 
sibility which we are considering, as it permeates more and 
more the theory and practice of business organization, and 
that is that it should greatly dignify the position of under¬ 
executive and operator, for this conception makes each one’s 
work tremendously important. If you see that your activity 
is, in its measure, contributing to authority, in the sense that 
it is part of the guiding will which runs the plant, it will 
add interest and dignity to the most commonplace life, will 
illumine the most routine duties. 

Evidences of the Diffusion of Responsibility 

Having cleared the ground to some extent by these general 
considerations, let us ask ourselves what there is in the present 
organization of business which tends to diffuse rather than 
to concentrate responsibility. First, management is becoming 
more and more specialized. The policies and methods of a 
department rest on that department’s special body of know¬ 
ledge, and there is a tendency for the responsibility to be 
borne by those with that special body of knowledge rather 
than by a man at the top because of his official position. 

I saw the statement recently that the administrative head 
should hold frequent consultation with the heads of all 
departments and from the facts thus gained make his “final” 
decisions, construct his policies. But it is a matter of everyday 
knowledge to business men that their heads of departments 
pass up to them much more than mere facts. They give 
interpretations of facts, conclusions therefrom, judgments, 
too, so that they contribute very largely to final determina¬ 
tion, supreme control, ultimate responsibility, even to what 
has been called “administrative leadership.” In fact, as to 
both the information and the conclusions handed up from 
the executives, it is often not possible for the head to take 
or leave them. These conclusions and judgments are already, 
to a certain extent, woven into the pattern, and in such a 
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way that it would be difficult to get them wholly out. Hence, 
while the board of directors may be theoretically the govern¬ 
ing body, practically, as our large businesses are now 
organized, before their decisions are made there has already 
taken place much of that process of which these decisions 
are but the last step. 

Another indication of the view of responsibility which I 
am considering is that the planning department provided 
in so many plants is passing from a tool of management to 
a part of management, a part of a functionalized manage¬ 
ment. But here again I should like to point out that business 
practice is going ahead of business theory, for in articles in 
business magazines we often see the planning department 
referred to as a tool of management. To be sure, the plan¬ 
ning department is still so much of a novelty that there are 
many different ideas in regard to its place in the plant. It 
may be asked for purely statistical information. In the case 
of a decision pending for the sales department, for instance, 
it may be asked for a record of past sales, with analysis in 
regard to volume, localities, and so on. Usually, however, 
it is asked for more than this—for the probable future 
developments of certain localities, what the future demand 
will probably be, the probable effect of the raising of price. 
By the time this has all been passed over to the head, his 
decision is already largely predetermined. 

Whatever our exact idea of a planning department, I 
think we shall agree that functional management means 
that authority and responsibility go with function and not 
with a certain position at the top of the chart. There is 
hardly a staff official, is there, who provides merely the 
material on which some line official bases his decision? Take 
the industrial relations manager. He is usually given a staff 
position. His work is largely research and planning, but in 
the presentation of results there is advice, either given openly 
as advice or suggestion, or else veiled under his general con¬ 
clusions. Therefore, even if this official does not issue orders, 
does not exercise authority in the usual sense, he has as real, 
an influence as the line official who issues orders and who 
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influences his subordinates by direct contact with them. 

Another notion which is doing away with our idea of 
“finals” as of supreme importance is that conception of the 
relation of department policy to general policy which we 
discussed in last winter’s conferences. When we realize that 
sales policy and production policy are contributing to general 
policy as well as general policy “dictating” (the word we 
often see) departmental policy, we have got out of the region 
of finals and absolutes. When you tell me that sales plan¬ 
ning is but a division of business planning, when you tell 
me that sales research is only part of a broader function 
which might be designated commercial research, wherever, 
that is, you show me functional parts, then I say to you that 
you are going beyond our old notion of ultimate authority, 
that you are enlarging its meaning, extending its scope. It 
is interesting, is it not—it is to me the most interesting fact 
about business—that functional management, as we are 
coming to see its deeper implications, is changing our whole 
philosophy of business organization?® 

Still another evidence of the diffusion of responsibility is 
the tendency in present business practice to solve problems 
where they arise, to make reconciliations at the point where 
conflict occurs, instead of the matter being carried “up” to 
someone. This means that department heads are being given 
more and more responsibility within their own units. Of 
course, all methods of decentralization tend to weaken the 
significance of “final” responsibility, and the tendency to-day 
is to decentralize . 4 

Cumulative Responsibilities as Opposed to Ultimate Authority — 
Co-ordination 

Instead, then, of final determination, supreme control, 
ultimate authority, we might perhaps think of cumulative 

9 I wish it to be noted that I have left out all consideration of general policy 
as formed by president, general mnager, executive committee or board of 
directors. (M. P. F.) 

* This tendency to decentralization exists side by side with that centralization 
required by functional management. The two are not inconsistent, as will be 
shown later. (M. P. F.) 
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control, cumulative responsibility. I am indebted to Mr. 
Henry S. Dennison for this phrase, which seems to me to 
have implicated in it one of the most fundamental truths of 
organization, whether we are thinking of industrial or 
political organization. That one person or board becomes 
the symbol of this cumulative responsibility should not blind 
us to the truth of the matter. To be sure, it is the chief 
executive, or one of the upper executives, to whom we look 
to tide over unexpected difficulties, or when instant decisions 
are necessary. In the big snowstorm last February, several 
hundred telephone girls had to be sent to hotels for the night. 
Their rooms, suppers, and breakfasts made a cost of about 
$1,500. This had to be taken to the general manager for 
decision. But when it is not a question of meeting emergencies 
or filling up gaps or strengthening weaknesses in organiza¬ 
tion, ultimate authority is a good deal overrated. It is the 
diffiision of authority and responsibility which strikes you in 
the study of business to-day. What Filenes, 6 and many other 
firms, too, have done is to make their formal organization 
coincide with a decided tendency in business practice. They 
found that there was power, leadership, responsibility all 
along the line. They recognized the existing. They sought 
means to take advantage of it, to make this scattered power 
cumulative and hence more effective. There is nothing 
academic about the recent organization of business plants. 
There is nothing self-sacrificing, either. The upper executives 
have not given up anything. They have gathered into the 
management of their business every scrap of useful material 
they could find. 

That business men are facing this undoubted fact of 
cumulative responsibility, of pluralistic authority, that 
modem business organization is based to some extent on 
these conceptions, is very interesting to me, for I have been 
for many years a student of political science, and it seems 
significant to me that now I have to go to business for the 
greatest light on authority, responsibility, sovereignty— 
these concepts which have been supposed to be peculiarly 

5 Boston (Massachusetts) Department Store. 
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the concepts of political science.* For instance, in the last 
book I read on government, a recent one, the writer speaks 
of “a single, ultimate centre of control,” but I do not find 
that practical men are much interested in ultimates. I think 
that with political scientists this interest is a survival from 
their studies in sovereignty. The business man is more con¬ 
cerned with the sources than with the organs of authority. 
Mr. Laski makes much of the fact that “there should be in 
every social order some single centre of ultimate reference, 
some power that is able to resolve disputes by saying a last 
word that will be obeyed." This is, of course, true, but it 
should not be owr-emphasized. Moreover, this view dis¬ 
regards one of the most important trends in the recent 
development of thinking on organization: “central control” 
used to mean the chief executive; now it is a technical 
expression of scientific management indicating the point 
where knowledge and experience on the method in question 
are brought to a focus. 

I should like, however, over against these statements made 
by students of government, to give some words of a practical 
administrator. In Franklin Lane’s report to President Wilson 
on leaving the Cabinet, in suggesting that the heads of 
departments should be the advisers, the constructors of 
policies, he said, “in a word, we need more opportunity for 
planning, engineering, statesmanship above, and more fixed 
authority and responsibility below.” This is interesting as 
taking some of the circumstance that once attached to the 
word “authority” and making it a part of routine detail. 
Indeed, authority and responsibility seem to be becoming 
humbler virtues. 

And as it is the idea of pluralistic authority, of cumulative 
responsibility, which is dominating progressive business 
organization to-day, so the crux of business organization is 
how to join these various responsibilities. Take the purchas¬ 
ing of materials. The responsibility for this should be shared 
by the purchasing agent and by the production department 

* Cf. The New State, Chapter XXIX, for the corresponding political theory 
that sovereignty is evolved through the interdependence of the groups. 
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which gives its specifications to the purchasing agent. If the 
purchasing agent thinks that some of these specifications 
could be changed and cost thereby reduced without decreas¬ 
ing quality, he should discuss this with the production 
department. While I realize that much can be accomplished 
by friendly relations between individuals, I think that 
organization should have for one of its chief aims to provide 
for joint responsibility in those cases where combined know¬ 
ledge is necessary for the best judgment. 

This problem is being solved in a number of plants by a 
system of cross-functioning. In one factory I know they are 
trying to build up a structure of interlocked committees. 
This is perhaps the most important trend in business 
organization. 

Let me take the New England Telephone Company as 
providing an example of this trend, although, of course, 
there are many other companies which would do equally 
well for illustration. Here we find the four departments— 
traffic, engineering, plant, and commercial—constantly 
conferring, one with another or all together. These con¬ 
ferences are often informal, but are expected of all officials. 
A superintendent told me: “Each department is supposed to 
get in touch with certain others. We are not told to, but if we 
don’t it is considered poor judgment on our part.” The 
district traffic manager asks the wire chief from the plant 
department to talk a matter over with him, or if it is a 
commercial matter he calls in the commercial manager of 
that district, or if it is a question of blue prints or costs he 
asks the engineering department if they will send a man 
over. They may settle it among themselves. If not, the traffic 
manager puts it up to the division superintendent of traffic 
and he may consult the division superintendents of plant 
and commercial departments. Here, you see, we have a 
combination of going both across and up the line. 

When the Main exchange in Boston was cut into two last 
summer, the question came up whether to cut thirty-five a 
day or 500 in a blanket order overnight. This affected all 
four departments—traffic, engineering, commercial, and 
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plant. They agreed, after discussion, on the blanket order. 
If they had disagreed, they would have taken it up to the 
general superintendent of each department —up the line, 
note. And then the four general superintendents would have 
consulted—here a owr-relation. If these had agreed, the 
matter would have ended there. If not, it would have had to 
go to the general manager—now up the line. This com¬ 
bination of across and up exists, as I have said, in many 
plants to-day, and I have found it an interesting thing to 
watch, interesting because significant, perhaps, of a change 
in the accepted principles of organization which will 
eventually change, not only business, but government as 
well. It is noteworthy, in connection with this point, that the 
Telephone Company does not have, and does not seem to 
need, any special co-ordinating department, because there 
is a “natural” continuous co-ordinating inherent in their 
form of organization. 

I have told you that the chief weaknesses of those businesses 
which I have studied was lack of co-ordination. Yet there 
is much talk of co-ordination. Why, then, do we not get it? 
First, because its advantage, its necessity, is not yet seen 
with sufficient clearness. Secondly, the system of organization 
in a plant is often so hierarchical, so ascending and descend¬ 
ing, that it is almost impossible to provide for cross-relations; 
the notion of horizontal authority has not yet taken the place 
of that of vertical authority. We cannot, however, succeed 
in modern business by always running up and down a ladder 
of authority. In the third place, cross functioning seems 
often to be conceived of as useful only when difficulties arise, 
or when it is obvious that joint consultation on some specific 
problems would be desirable. But as such consultation is 
necessary all the time, some machinery which will operate 
continuously should be provided. 

Of course, one difficulty about a degree, or a manner, of 
working together which hides individual effort comes from 
the egotism, a perfectly natural and to some extent justifiable 
egotism, of the persons concerned. Each executive wants 
his special contribution to get to the ears of the boss. 
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The chief reason, however, why we are not more successful 
with this problem is, I think, because it is not sufficiently 
recognized that co-ordination is a process which should have 
its beginnings very far back in the organization of the plant. 
You cannot always bring together the results of departmental 
activities and expect to co-ordinate them. You have to have 
an organization which will permit an interweaving all along 
the line. Strand should weave with strand, and then we 
shall not have the clumsy task of trying to patch together 
finished webs. Mr. Dennison says that in his factory they 
have found that a small committee of workers and foremen, 
or sub-foremen, will come to some plan of co-operation 
sooner than a committee further along; that the nearer you 
get to specific cases, the better chance you have for agree¬ 
ment. He also tells us that when they set tasks and rates in 
his factory, they do the mechanical work of time study first 
and get what facts can be disclosed with relative accuracy, 
and then, if there is any doubt, they bring in “a small com¬ 
mittee of the employees for consultation at the very early stages, 
so that they may have their opportunity in the very discovery 
of the facts that lie at the basis of further understanding.” 

That expression, “the very early stages,” expresses the 
essence of my whole philosophy of organization, in business 
or in government. I believe in decentralization, but not in 
the kind advocated by many political pluralists. The Guild 
Socialists, for instance, plan for the uniting of their separate 
units at the top, in the Guild Congress. I do not believe there 
will ever be any genuine, any effective, uniting except that 
begun in “the very early stages.” In government this will 
mean in the smallest units, whether these be geographical or 
vocational; in industry, in joint sub-committees. 

To sum up: final responsibility is, I think, partly an 
illusion. You will not find the pot of gold at the foot of that 
rainbow. The best method of organization is not that which 
works out most meticulously or most logically the place for 
“finals” and “ultimates,” butthat which provides possibilities 
for a cumulative responsibility, which provides for gathering 
together all the responsibility which there actually is in the 
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plant, which provides for making the various individual 
and group responsibilities more effective by the working out 
of a system of cross-relations. And as a business is organized 
to-day, with its many experts, its planning department, its 
industrial psychologist, its economic adviser, and its trained 
managers, the illusion of final responsibility is disappearing. 

I do not wish to minimize the amount of autocracy there 
is in the business world; I deplore it as much as anyone. But 
I think that the way it is going to diminish is not by sub¬ 
stituting “democracy,” whatever that means, but by some 
of the methods of organization which I am indicating to 
you, and which I am not theorizing about, for the beginnings 
of these methods can be seen at work, some in one place, 
some in another. The emphasis to-day is on specific respon¬ 
sibility and interweaving responsibilities. When, however, 
I take up later the question of administrative leadership and 
emphasize the importance of that, you may think that I am 
taking back some of the things I have been saying, and yet I 
hope I shall be able to prove to you then, not only the 
importance of able administrative leadership, but that in 
fact the administrative leader has more responsibility, not 
less, because of all the recent tendencies in business practice 
which we have discussed in this paper. In the following paper 
we shall consider what we have only hinted at this evening, 
the function of the worker in relation to the problems of 
authority and responsibility. 

A Telephone Case 

Something occurred not long ago to make me look into 
the organization of the telephone company which serves the 
city in which I live, and I seemed to find there a very 
interesting corroboration of some of the things I have just 
been saying. Let me first run over the incident and then 
consider the significance of what was disclosed. 

One day I sat down at eleven o’clock to telephone to my 
bank. It took me until 11.45 to g et and I immediately 
made notes of how this time was spent. I will give them in 
substance as I wrote them down. 
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Two minutes were spent in getting a wrong number, as 
someone else answered. Four minutes were then spent in 
ringing the bank, and four minutes is an unusually long time 
for a ring at the switchboard of a large bank to go un¬ 
answered. At the end of the four minutes I received the 
report, “No one answers.” I then spent three minutes in 
getting Information and confirming the fact that I had the 
right number, as it occurred to me that the number might 
have been changed since I last called the bank. Again for 
four minutes I endeavoured to put through the call, and at 
the end of that time received the reply, “No one answers.” 
This made eight minutes that the switchboard of a large bank 
was apparently dead at the busiest time of day. I had now 
consumed thirteen minutes. I therefore then called the chief 
operator to ask her to get the number for riie. For five 
minutes there was silence—no number and no report. At 
the end of this time I again asked the chief operator to get 
the number. Again silence—no number and no report on die 
matter for a further space of four minutes. From 11.22 to 
11.30 (eight minutes) I spent in trying to get the manager of 
the exchange in which I was making the call, but I could 
get no response from his office, although I asked ten or 
twelve times. At 11.30 I finally got the manager’s office, and 
eight minutes were then spent by his clerk in trying to locate 
him. I learned later that the manager was responsible for 
four central offices and was probably going from one to 
another. At 11.42, I called the head office of the New 
England Telephone and Telegraph Company, asked for 
some official of the company higher than the manager whose 
office I had been trying to get, and was connected with a 
superintendent, who instantly got my bank for me, at 11.45. 

I supposed the incident then closed, but in the afternoon a 
traffic representative in the office where I had had my 
trouble telephoned to me and asked what had happened, 
and we had a long talk. Later the company sent a service 
representative to see me, and we had a much longer con¬ 
versation. After that I talked the matter over with the 
president of the company, who felt that my experience was 
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an instance of exceptionally poor service, and who arranged 
that I might have an opportunity to see something of the 
management of the company in action. But I am not telling 
this story as illustrating poor telephone service. On the 
contrary, before I was through with the matter, I came to 
think that the organization of this telephone company 
illustrates some of the basic principles of sound organization. 

In the first place, each official seemed to be thinking more 
in terms of his job than of his position. The first thing that 
struck my attention was the minor importance of hierarchy 
of rank. This was rather a good joke on me. Forgetting all 
my beautiful theories, all my preaching against one man 
having power oyer another, the mental habits of a lifetime 
asserted themselves without my being aware of it, and I 
started out, as I realized when the incident was over, on a 
hunt for someone in authority over others. I called the chief 
operator because I thought she was “over” the operator; I 
called the exchange manager because I thought he was 
“over” the chief operator, I asked for a superintendent 
because I thought he was “over” the exchange manager. But 
I found that the officials of the telephone company did not 
seem to be thinking in those terms. When I said to the 
superintendent with whom I was connected, "Are you over 
the exchange manager?” he said in rather bewildered tones, 
“No, I am not over him.” When a superintendent called me 
up in the afternoon, the first thing I said to him was, “Are 
you over the superintendent I talked with this morning.” 
He replied, “Oh, no. I’m not over him.” You see, in spite 
of all my principles, I was so used to the old way of thinking 
that I couldn’t adjust myself quickly; I kept straight on in 
this search for someone above others instead of asking: 
Whose particular job is this? 

And later I found that this lack of emphasis on hierarchy 
of rank went all down the line. The chief operator did not 
have, or did not exercise, authority over the operators in 
exactly the old sense, neither did the supervisors nor the 
instructors. The girls were being trained, not ordered. 
Command and obedience did not seem to be exactly the 
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thing going on. There was either no position which as such 
carried with it the right to “boss” or else no one took 
advantage of such a position. I was much interested in this 
because only the week before, in talking to a member of a 
well-known firm, I had asked him a certain question to 
which he replied, “We don’t bother about co-ordination 
and all that. We tell people what to do and they have to 
do it.” 

In the second place, in the telephone company there was 
substituted for hierarchy of rank an amount of cross¬ 
functioning which, while it, of course, exists in all plants 
where there is functional management, seemed to me to 
work with special efficiency here. I have already described 
this in the first part of my talk. 

A third suggestion of some of the things we have- been 
considering I found in the general attitude toward respon¬ 
sibility. Each one seemed to be thinking not so much in terms 
of to whom he was responsible as for what he was responsible. 
You will remember, perhaps, the nurse I spoke of who told 
me: “The doctors are not over us; they can’t tell us what to 
do. They have their work and we have ours.” At first, I did 
not like this—it seemed like chaos indeed. I thought the old 
way much better, of the doctor’s having full responsibility, 
of his giving all the orders and seeing to it that the nurse 
obeyed his orders. But on second thought it seemed to me 
that this might perhaps have a good side; perhaps the nurse 
might do better work if she felt the larger responsibility 
which the attitude of my nurse indicated. And this view was 
strengthened by what I saw in the telephone company, 
where there seemed less feeling of responsibility of one man 
to another than one expects to find in such an organization. 
The attitude common to most seemed to be that of interest 
in their jobs and a feeling of responsibility for them. Respon¬ 
sibility “for” seems to me a little higher conception than 
responsibility "to.” 

Moreover, my fourth point, everyone with whom I talked 
seemed to be thinking of his job not just as that of wire chief,' 
manager, superintendent, or whatever it might be, but as 
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the whole enterprise of telephone service. This must be a 
great asset to the company. It seemed to me a triumph for 
someone, I do not know whether for the president of the 
company or for that particular form of organization. 

In the fifth place, blame was not made personal. When, for 
instance, there is a large number of answers taking over ten 
seconds, disclosed by a system of observation, this matter 
comes to the chief operator, who discusses it with the chief 
supervisors. What I noted was that it is not instantly assumed 
that some particular operators are to blame. It is recognized 
that this may have come from distribution of business on the 
boards, lack of teamwork between operators, or other causes. 
Still, the possibility of tracing it to particular persons was 
recognized, but then the matter was in the hands of the 
instructor for that division. Then it became a matter of 
further instruction. No one suggested blame, reprimands— 
the old weapon of authority. The official who was showing 
me around said, “We are not looking to blame an individual, 
but to improve service.” This point of educating instead of 
blaming seems to me important. Nothing stultifies one more 
than being blamed. Moreover, if the question is, Who is to 
blame? perhaps each will want to place the blame on some¬ 
one else, or, on the other hand, one may try to shield his 
fellow worker. In either case the attempt is to hide the error, 
and if this is done, the error cannot be corrected. And it is 
true of executives also, as well as of operators, that mistakes 
should serve as the opportunity for further development of 
the individual, only in the case of the executive it will 
probably be a matter of self-training encouraged by an 
upper executive. 

Another way in which an organization of this kind gives 
scope for the development of individuality is that in the cross¬ 
functioning a man is constantly meeting his equals in position 
—the head of a division, the head of another division, or a 
subhead, another subhead. And this, for one thing, gives a 
man a much greater sense of responsibility, for when you 
are constantly in contact with those above you, there is a 
tendency to think that the man over you will bear the brunt 
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of the responsibility. To be sure, you bear it for those under 
you, but it is all too easy to pass it on up the line. 

Another evidence that one of the aims of that telephone 
company is to develop the individuality of its executives was 
the amount of independence of thinking I seemed to find. 
I am speaking of independence of thinking in regard to daily 
management, not in regard to company policies. Moreover, 
a great deal of thinking seemed to go into decisions. Two 
executives made a great point of this to me. They said that 
things were not sprung on them; they were expected to 
bring to the conferences the best thinking of which they were 
capable. 

In talking of the conferences between departments, I 
asked, “What takes the place of authority in all these con¬ 
ferences of parallel heads?” And the reply came instantly: 
“Sportsmanship. Our method of organization depends for 
its success on the good sportsmanship of the executives. I 
[traffic manager] say to the wire chief, ‘I fell down on that.’ ” 

One of the higher officials of the company said to me: “The 
kind of management we are aiming at is management with 
authority all down the line, as contrasted with management 
by edict from a central source. The latter kind of manage¬ 
ment—by edict from a central source—consists in carrying 
out that central edict whether or not it is wise, as the soldier 
who obeys orders literally is the satisfactory soldier. We are 
trying to teach our men what their jobs are with the idea 
that they shall use their brains, their discretion, having in 
mind certain fundamental principles. We teach people what 
their job is, and then insist that they shall exercise the 
authority and responsibility that goes with that job instead 
of relying on the fellow above them.” 

It occurs to me that I have not yet told you why it took 
me three-quarters of an hour to get my bank. One trunk 
line was out of order. The chief operator ought to have 
thought of that and tried another, which was what was done 
by the superintendent who finally got my number. I was 
interested to know whether that information ever reached 
that chief operator. I was told that it did. I also wanted to 
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know whether the exchange manager ever knew that some¬ 
one had spent eight minutes trying unsuccessfully to get his 
office. I discovered then that I ought not to have called the 
exchange manager, as he has nothing to do with the public, 
which I did not know. I was told, nevertheless, that this 
information did reach him. In fact, I was very much struck 
with the way the two superintendents of the company in¬ 
volved in this very slight and unimportant matter handled 
the case. Their object did not seem to be to appease me, a 
subscriber; they evidently wished to use the occurrence to 
improve service. 

I am aware that I am running the risk of criticism from 
those who complain of our telephone service in sp eakin g thus 
favourably of the organization of a telephone company. I 
am willing to run that risk, for it seems to me that anyone 
who has looked into the difficulties and complexities of 
telephone management, both on the mechanical and the 
personal side, will not make severe strictures on telephone 
service. 
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THE INFLUENCE OF EMPLOYEE 
REPRESENTATION IN A REMOULDING OF THE 
ACCEPTED TYPE OF BUSINESS MANAGER 1 


In order to discuss this subject, we have first to consider 
what we mean by “employee representation,” for it has 
meant, and still means, very different things to different 
people. 

Inadequate Concepts of “Employee Representation ” 

Many think of employee representation merely as a sop 
to labour—to quote a phrase I have seen, “a concession to 
turbulent labour.” I object to this concession theory. I do 
do not see why workers, or any of us, should be given “con- 
cessions,” “privileges.” If employee representation is sound 
organization, sound management, let us have it. If it is not, 
we do not wish it, for labour will in the long run be most 
benefited by the best management. 

Again, many think of employee representation as provid¬ 
ing a procedure for collective bargaining. The bargaining 
which has taken place between employers and trade unions 
is now to take place between employers and employee repre¬ 
sentatives. But this is not an entirely different method of 
dealing with labour. If the basis and the purpose of employee 
representation are collective bargaining, then the qualities 
of management required are not so very different from those 
which have always been required—those which help you to 
get the best in a bargain. But, and as it seems to me happily, 
the conception of employee representation as the field for 

1 Although the technically so-called "Employee Representation Plan" has 
been outlawed in the United States, the principles and procedures thereof 
discussed by Miss Follett in this paper and permeating her philosophy of 
industrial relations are as sound and practicable to-day as ever; we are there¬ 
fore including this paper as it was originally given. See note, p. 117; this paper 
was presented on May 6 th, 1936. 
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collective bargaining is yielding a little, only a little as yet, 
to the conception of employee representation as an oppor¬ 
tunity for joint determination. 8 

It is yielding to this conception even where the term 
“collective bargaining” is retained. The plan adopted by 
the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, and since extended to 
other roads, is called “union-management co-operation,” 
and in descriptions of this plan we find the word “co¬ 
operation” employed again and again. Yet at the same time 
it is called an extension of collective bargaining. That is the 
title of an article by B. M. Jewell, President of the railway 
employees department, published by the American Federa¬ 
tion of Labour—“Recent Extension of Collective Bargain¬ 
ing.” In that article Mr. Jewell states, “Co-operation is the 
essence of collective bargaining.” We cannot think this 
literally true, for the process of co-operation is, strictly 
speaking, very different from the process of bargaining. Yet 
it is obvious how this use of words has come about. 

Collective bargaining is taken as, an expression which 
indicates an accepted method of contact between employers 
and employees, and then the aim is that this contact should 
be a co-operative one. But I deplore the language. While it 
is serving its purpose as a useful step because we get thereby 
the continuity we must believe in, and because it has its 
tactical use as the banner under which labour has improved 
its position so greatly, and also because it has a very real use 
in its implication that labour and management meet in a 
sense as equals—a hard-won victory which labour should 
not relinquish—still, the idea of bargaining is a survival of 
anything but a co-operative attitude and must in time, I 
think, be abandoned. Indeed, Otto S. Beyer, consulting 
engineer of the railway employees department, says that the 
joint conferences set up by the union-management co-opera¬ 
tion plan are not for bargaining in the narrow sense of the 

8 Cf. The New Stale, p. 114: "Even collective bargaining is only a milestone on 
the way to the full application of the group principle. It recognizes . . . that 
some adjustment between the interests of capital and labour is possible, but it is 
still 'bargaining.’.. . We see now the false psychology underlying compromise 
and concession.... Nothing will ever truly settle differences but synthesis,” 
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term; that for this there is other machinery. This slight 
discrepancy of statement on the part of the advocates of the 
Baltimore and Ohio plan shows us the transition stage in 
which we find ourselves to-day. Indeed, I have been rather 
amused at the fact that I have had to rewrite this paper three 
times in order to keep up with current events. Things have 
been happening faster than I could get their significance 
down on paper. 

Another view of employee representation is the extremely 
restricted one that it exists primarily as a method of fore¬ 
stalling “trouble,” as a sort of lubricating oil. It is indeed 
true that with employee representation you do get fewer 
kicks or, to put it more elegantly, you have a more smoothly 
running operating machine, and that is an excellent objec¬ 
tive. Moreover, it does mark an advance in organization 
through its method of dealing with grievances, for it recog¬ 
nizes the right to make complaints. The worker who makes 
a complaint not only is not penalized, but machinery is pro¬ 
vided by which his sense of justice is more likely to be 
satisfied. And this method has usually some educational value 
as well as that of settling the matter in dispute. 

Yet employee representation as anticipating trouble, as 
adjusting grievances, is not what is changing management 
so greatly. Moreover, this view implies that employee repre¬ 
sentation makes management easier, whereas, as a matter of 
fact, it makes it harder. Take wage cuts, for example. Com¬ 
pare the method of making an arbitrary decision and posting 
notices of wage cuts with the method employed under 
employee representation, where wage cuts are not only dis¬ 
cussed with employees, but where a joint investigation is 
often made of cost of living and of the condition of the indus¬ 
try. No; employee representation makes things harder for 
management except in the sense that whatever makes your 
plant more efficient and its running more harmonious does 
in the end make management easier. Autocracy is, of course, 
always for the moment the easiest way of governing—in your 
household or in your shop. 

What are some of the other objectives given for employee 
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representation? One of the most common is, as expressed by 
one writer, '‘to provide a double-track channel of communi¬ 
cation for exchange of information, opinions, and desires.” 
This is indeed of great value. The managers have not known, 
and have had no way of knowing, enough of the desires, con¬ 
ditions, aspirations of the workers, and the workers have 
known very little, if anything, either of the purposes of the 
company or of its problems. To provide, therefore, some way 
for managers to get the workers’ point of view and for 
workers to get the managers’ point of view was certainly a 
necessary step. Yet this is not the greatest value of employee 
representation. And the double track is at least an unfortu¬ 
nate metaphor, for it does not imply that meeting and 
readjustment of the two points of view which is the important 
thing about employee representation. It is obvious, too, 
that this mere communication does not require an entirely 
different type of manager. He has, to be sure, to be more 
open-minded than the old-fashioned manager, more willing 
to listen to labour, and that does, I realize, mean for many 
employers a pretty big change. Still it is, and always has 
been, an essential of management that it should be able and 
willing to get all the information and light it could from all 
quarters. The fact about employee representation that is 
remoulding management is that it requires, not merely the 
giving and receiving of information, but a uniting of in¬ 
formation, of opinion, of judgment—a wholly different 
matter. 

Another view of employee representation which affects 
our question is that which sees it as a branch of what is 
called personnel relations. It is often called a solution of 
human problems, an experiment in human relations. I do 
not at all agree with this view. Employee representation 
should be considered as an aspect of organization engineer¬ 
ing, It should not be thought of as something added on to 
any scheme of organization in order to facilitate relations 
with labour. It should be an integral part of a certain plan 
of organization, a plan of organization resting on certain 
fundamental principles. 
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Still another view of employee representation considers it 
primarily as a method of getting the consent of employees to 
certain decisions with the expectation that the workers will 
then be more likely to co-operate heartily in carrying them 
out. Those who hold this view consider that to his other 
gifts the manager must now add that of persuasion, that he 
has to be able to present company policies to Works Councils 
or joint committees in such a way that the workers will be 
persuaded to accept them. I agree partly with this, but not 
wholly. The most progressive view of employee representa¬ 
tion to-day, as of democracy, is not consent of the governed, 
but participation. Some of us, indeed, think that consent is 
a thoroughly overrated matter. An able writer on industrial 
questions says that everyone will agree that the free man is 
the consenting man. I cannot agree to that. To say “Yes” 
implies that the alternative is to say “No,” and there is not 
much freedom there. Men were supposed to be politically 
free because they had the vote. Even if employee representa¬ 
tion plans gave much more power to employees than at 
present, even if the employee representatives voted on every¬ 
thing, “consented” to everything, that would not make them 
free. The vote is a deceptive business altogether. How often 
we used to see a tiny child driving with his father made 
happy by being allowed to hold the end of the reins. The 
vote makes many people happy in the same way; they think 
they are driving when they are not. 

Moreover, consent is sometimes a matter in which man¬ 
agers deceive themselves. It is possible for consent to be so 
perfunctory that managers are willing to give the workers 
a vote on many more matters than they would really yield 
control of. I know an institution where this takes place. The 
director says to his staff: “We will have democracy here. 
You will vote on everything.” But I have never known his 
subordinates vote against anything he proposed. Such 
unanimity seems to me suspicious. 

Everyone talks to-day of co-operation, but there is no way 
of making consent spell co-operation. You have to have 
participation before you can get co-operation. What I said 
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about pluralistic responsibility in the preceding lecture 
shows us the something more than consent. One of the very 
encouraging things about business practice to-day is that in 
some instances workers are being given a genuine participa¬ 
tion in the control of industry. 

Many thoughtful people, who have welcomed employee 
representation as a measure of what they have called 
industrial democracy, have considered that its greatest 
promise lies in the fact that it indicates on the part of man¬ 
agement a recognition of the “rights” of labour. I do not 
find the greatest promise of employee representation in this, 
but in the fact that management has seen that an enterprise 
can be more successfully run by securing the co-operation 
of the workers. The “rights of labour,” the “rights of 
capital”—these are barren expressions as usually employed. 
Yet I do not wish wholly to discard the expression “rights 
of labour,” for in some degree it indicates a growing sense 
of justice towards labour. With many a business man, how¬ 
ever autocratic he is by nature, however autocratically he 
conducts his business, there is an increased recognition of 
the different status in business which is coming to labour. 

Another view of employee representation, and one which 
I think particularly unfortunate, or rather, not so much a 
view as a use to which it is sometimes put, is when it is 
employed to avoid managerial responsibility. When man¬ 
agers have a grave problem they should never avoid trying 
to solve it or shirk the onus of the possible consequences of 
their decision by handing it over to employee representa¬ 
tives. I once heard two heads of departments discussing some¬ 
thing on which they could not agree. At last one of them 
said, in some heat and exasperation, “Oh, well, take it to 
your employee representatives." He was in that instance 
obviously avoiding responsibility instead of continuing the 
discussion, or the necessary study, long enough to discover 
what both could agree on as sound policy. But as I have 
said before, and want to say again and again, whatever 
managerial problems you have must be squarely met. If 
there is any weakness in organization or management, it can 
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never be remedied by making the responsibility for it cover 
a larger area. 

Thus far I have been giving some of the current concep¬ 
tions of employee representation with which 1 do not wholly 
agree. I do not say that I think they are wrong views. 
Employee representation certainly does help oil the wheels, 
and it is a good thing that it should. There is something to 
be said for bargaining inside the shop rather than outside. 
As an exchange of information and opinions employee 
representation has great value. To get the consent of the 
governed is better than not to get the consent of the governed. 
I think the interests of the worker need protecting. Yet these 
are all, it seems to me, only partial views. I wish now to 
consider employee representation, not as bridging a gap here 
and there, not as a concession to labour or as a help to 
management, but as part of a sound scheme of organization. 


Employee Representation as Part of a Sound Scheme of Organiza¬ 
tion in the Application of Functional Power 

As we said in the preceding paper, one of the basic prin¬ 
ciples of organization was a pluralistic responsibility; that 
authority and responsibility should not depend on hierarchy 
of rank, but that they should go with function. This prin¬ 
ciple should be applied to labour as well as to executives. 
As we saw before, there were companies whose executives 
were not thinking so much of one executive being “over” 
another as that each man had a different task for which he 
was responsible, that men exercised authority, not in virtue 
of their place in an ascending scale, but in virtue of what 
they were doing, so now we see that this conception of 
functional authority can be applied, is being applied, to the 
workers, to the executives’ relation to the workers. Some 
time that wife will seem very antiquated who said with 
pride, “John has seventy in his department that he’s boss 
over.” 

One step towards this consummation will be taken when 
we begin to think of control in connection with concrete 
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instances, in connection with the best way of handling actual 
cases, instead of talking so much about control in the 
abstract. Authority, power, control, sovereignty are big 
words, and much has been written about them by learned 
people in learned language. I was therefore much interested 
when a manufacturer said to me, pricking the bubble, I 
thought, of many a high-sounding phrase, “Management is 
really only sensible working arrangements.” Someone else 
has told the story of a works committee meeting on a certain 
morning when there was no work ready for the piece¬ 
workers. If anyone had suggested that this was a question 
of management, the writer tells us, these particular employers 
would probably not have allowed the discussion which took 
place, but everyone was thinking of it merely as a question 
of how to make sure that the piece-workers should find the 
work ready for them when they came in the morning. 

This story seems to me significant. This whole change in 
our thinking, from management as a dominant force to 
management as sensible working arrangements, gives us a 
new outlook on the worker. When labour asks for control, 
it should be asking only for what goes with its function. One 
of the tasks of organization is to find what that is. 

Another task of organization is to join managerial capacity 
of worker with managerial capacity of executive. 8 Functional 
authority, pluralistic responsibility, requires conference as 
its method. And genuine conference requires on the part of 
management very different qualities from those demanded 
by bargaining, with its concealments, its use of economic 
power, its aim of compromise. Here in the joint committees 
executives and workers meet, or should meet to get from 
each other the special knowledge and experience each has; 
also to get to know each other’s points of view, desires, aims. 
More than this, they should meet to pool their knowledge 

8 Cf. The New State, p. 119: "Workshop committees should be encouraged, 
not so much because they remove grievances, etc., as because in the joint 
workshop committee, managers and workers are learning to act together. 
Industrial democracy is a process, not a growth. The joint control of industry 
may be established by some fiat, but it will not be the genuine thing until the 
process of joint oontrol is learned.'’ 



INFLUENCE OF EMPLOYEE REPRESENTATION 

and experience, to unite their desires and aims. For this we 
need the kind of men who are able to make vital contacts, 
able both to give themselves and to learn from others. This 
means, first, more open methods than we have had in the 
past. The old managerial tactics of suppressing knowledge, 
of keeping most managerial matters within the executive 
circle, must disappear if we are to have successful employee 
representation. 

Secondly, the conference method demands from managers 
the ability to explain. And I mean by this not merely or 
chiefly the ability to state a case, although that also is valu¬ 
able, but even more than that, the power to analyse a situa¬ 
tion. Of course, the man who does the analysing reaps as 
great an advantage as his hearers. The fact that managers 
have to explain to employee representatives a good deal 
about the running of the business makes them look at some 
of their problems a little differently. If they cannot make 
out a good case, they see that there axe things to be changed 
or greater efforts to be made. At any rate, they see their 
problems more clearly when they have to meet employee 
representatives and place certain situations before them. In 
a study on employee representation, it is stated that it is 
coming to be the practice in many manufacturing companies 
for the chief executive of the plant to report regularly, usually 
at the monthly meeting attended by the employee repre¬ 
sentatives, on the conduct of the business—new orders, trend 
of manufacturing costs, and the like. We cannot doubt that 
this makes a new demand on the chief executive far beyond 
that of merely presenting his case. 

In the third place, the conference method demands from 
managers the ability to make of differences a unifying, not 
a disruptive, factor, to make them constructive rather than 
destructive, to unite all the different points of view, not only 
in order to have a more contented personnel, but in order 
to get incorporated into the service of the company all that 
everyone has to contribute. There are only two things to do 
with energy, the inventiveness of your workers—let it gather 
force against you or for you. It seems more sensible to make 
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use of it. And in the conference committees you have your 
chance.* 

In order to utilize this opportunity, there must be new 
attitudes toward conference on the part of both workers and 
executives. Business agents have been sent from the unions 
to meet employers, and in these meetings there has been on 
both sides the fight attitude. The business agent is supposed 
to be a skilled negotiator. But the methods of those who 
come to negotiate are wholly different from those who come 
to confer. It is possible for the negotiator’s attitude com¬ 
pletely to stultify proceedings in a conference. 

I sat once on a wage board, two of the labour members 
of which were agents from two trade unions. The board 
failed. And I am sure the reason was that these two members 
came to fight, and could not perceive quickly enough that 
that was not what was required in this case, that they were 
defeating their own aims. For we had not met for negotia¬ 
tion. We had been asked by the Massachusetts Board of 
Labour and Industries to see whether we could come to 
some agreement, after an investigation of cost of living and 
the condition of the industry. But these two members showed 
no interest either in cost of living or the condition of the 
industry. They had come to bargain. We could make no 
headway against this attitude, and these members lost for 
the girls of that industry the increased wages they should 
have had and which it would have been easy to secure for 
them by the conference method. 

To change the traditional fight attitude into a co-operative 
attitude is no small task for the execudves who meet the 
workers in conference. They have, of course, what is some¬ 
times forgotten, to acquire it themselves first. It has been 
often said that one of the chief aims of employee representa¬ 
tion is to secure a partnership spirit. But when this is said, 
the speaker is almost always thinking of a partnership spirit 
on the part of the workers. It is just as essential that the 


* Qf. Creative Experience, p. 8a: “Some people want to give the workmen a 
share in carrying out the purpose of the plant and do not see that that involves 
a share in creating the purpose of the plant.” 
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executives should have this spirit else they would be like 
the man who wrote to a Christian Scientist: “There is dis¬ 
harmony between my wife and me. Will you please give 
my wife treatments?” 

To sum up this point, I should say that as we have been 
told over and over again that trade-union development 
requires managers to learn the skilful use of bargaining, now 
we have to emphasize the fact that the employee repre¬ 
sentation movement requires managers to learn the skilful 
use of the conference method. 

The fact that there is to-day a growing appreciation 
of this on the part of both employers and employees is 
a promising sign. One of the most interesting things that 
happened in America during the year 1925 was the attitude 
taken by the-American Federation of Labour, under the 
leadership of Mr. Green, toward union-management co¬ 
operation. In 1925, at the American Federation of Labour 
Convention at Atlantic City, resolutions were adopted which 
in effect declared that “labour is ready to co-operate with 
ownership and management in eliminating waste in industry 
and generally in improving and regularizing industrial 
operations.” When in December of that year Mr. Green 
spoke before the Taylor Society, he said: 

"Labour is willing to make its contribution to assist manage¬ 
ment and to bring about the right solution of problems dealt 
with by management. . . . The mental attitude of labour toward 
industry and industrial processes is undergoing revision and 
readjustment. . . . Labour is understanding more and more that 
high wages and tolerable conditions of employment can be 
brought about through excellency in service, the promotion of 
efficiency, and the elimination of waste. . . . Chief among the 
ideals of labour is the development of cordial relations between 
the workers and management. The workers believe that through 
understanding and co-operation the best interests of all those 
associated with industry can be served .” 6 

Mr. Green said more than this. I have taken sentences 
here and there in one of the most significant utterances of 

6 William Green, Bulletin of the Taylor Society, December, 1925, pp. 244-5. 
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the century in regard to industrial relations. Significant 
because we hear nothing here of the efficacy of fighting, but 
everything of the value of mobilizing all the associated 
productive powers of industry into a sustained, impelling 
force for the development of industry and the equitable 
distribution of its rewards. In so many words, Mr. Green 
speaks of a “contact between management and workers 
which is free from suspicion, antagonism, and hatred.” 
Already a committee representing labour is being formed to 
co-operate with management in a study of waste in produc¬ 
tion. 

Significance of the Parallel Development of Business Management 
as a Profession and Employee Representation 

The vitality of the employee representation movement, 
the interest in industrial relations and personnel manage¬ 
ment, is to be accounted for in a number of ways. We have 
come to the end of our quick exploitation of our natural 
resources. We got rich quickly and easily without paying 
much attention to ways and means. Success to-day depends 
far more on organization and management than it has in the 
past, depends partly on management’s getting all the help 
it can from the workers. On the workers’ side there is the 
wish to share in the wealth American industry is producing. 
There is also the general movement throughout the world for 
self-determination. We might add to these causes for the 
progress of the employee representation movement the more 
and more complete separation between ownership and 
management, the fact that our sellers’ market is becoming a 
buyers’ market, and the fact that the United States is 
becoming increasingly a credit nation. 

I think, therefore, we may say that, though the employee 
representation movement began partly as a concession, 
partly to make things go more smoothly, partly to counter 
trade unions, to-day it is considered by many men as an 
asset, as an essential part of sound organization. But it needs 
a certain type of manager to make it an asset. The fact that 
employee representation and the study and development 
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of business management are two parallel movements seems 
to me very significant. At the same time that a share in 
management is being given to workers, we find that there is 
a rapidly increasing sense of the need for executives with a 
training which shall enable them to turn to account labour’s 
possible contribution to management. And what I want to 
emphasize particularly is that the willingness to do this, the 
clearness of vision which makes a manager see the advantage 
of doing this, is not enough. He must be expert in the 
methods which will enable him to deal with case after case 
as they arise in labour-management co-operation. The 
primary thing he has to learn about his dealings with labour 
is not how to “treat” with labour, but how to use labour’s 
ability, yes, even labour’s aspirations, as someone has 
pointed out, as an asset to the enterprise. 

Two facts stand out: (i) organized labour has become 
aware that it can offer substantial assistance to management; 
(2) management on its side has awakened to an appreciation 
of this, and wishes to understand how to use such assistance. 
Management sees also that it is not a question of consulting 
labour in emergencies, but that “the intelligence of labour 
can be mobilized in a systematic and sustained way to 
promote the success of an industry.” 

Employee representation is indicative of certain funda¬ 
mental changes in the thinking of our times. It is in these 
changes—something going on in the thinking of people, not 
in certain events connected with industrial or international 
affairs—that I find our greatest hope in the muddle we 
have got into all over the world in these early years of the 
twentieth century. 

A good illustration of this change in our thinking was seen 
in the recent controversy between Arthur Nash and the 
Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America. At the begin¬ 
ning of this controversy, the Amalgamated thought Nash 
simply a hypocrite going round talking of the Golden Rule 
and paying his men less than the going trade-union wage. 
Nash did not think any better of the Amalgamated. There 
seemed at first little chance of these two coming to any 
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agreement satisfactory to both sides. But certain people who 
thought this controversy might be an opportunity for a 
genuine integration of interest arranged a number of con¬ 
ferences which brought together friends of Mr. Nash and 
friends of the Amalgamated for discussion of the issues 
involved. The men who arranged these conferences were 
present at them, men who were interested in, who were, one 
might say practising, the new type of thinking of which I am 
speaking. Their endeavour was to find and bring out the 
real values on both sides in order to prepare a way for the 
joining of these values. For instance, was it possible for the 
idealism which exists in Sidney Hillman, along with his 
shrewdness, to find any common ground with what sincerity, 
what genuine religious feeling, there was in Mr. Nash’s 
protestations? And so on and so on. I am not going to give 
a history of those conferences—this is not the place for that— 
but merely to point out the result. When Nash and Sidney 
Hillman finally met, that meeting was successful because the 
new type of thinking which had been injected into the matter 
had meant an interpenetration of values. It was seen that 
the Nash business could be run so as to produce the values 
which he cared for and also the values which the Amalga¬ 
mated cared for. That a genuine interpenetration of thinking 
took place was shown by the following incident. After his 
shop had been unionized, Mr. Nash, with the Vice-President 
of the company and some representatives from the Amalga¬ 
mated, sat down to look over the pay roll. Discovering that 
all the wages Were below the union scale, the Vice-President 
suggested that the pay be raised. Mr. Nash said: “No; these 
people have just been unionized; they must see the value of 
the union. We must let the union ask to have the pay raised.” 
Here we have an employer who had been thought of as 
caring for publicity, for reputation, deliberately forgoing 
the credit of raising the pay. 

I am speaking of this controversy because it is an illustra¬ 
tion of a change in the method of thinking which seems to 
me one of the most important things that is happening in the 
world. Its connection with our present subject is that here 
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I find what I think the most essential qualification for 
management necessitated by employee representation, 
namely, the ability to do this kind of thinking—the willing¬ 
ness to search for the real values involved on both sides and 
the ability to bring about an interpenetration of these values. 

A second change in our thinking is the full recognition that 
labour can make constructive contributions to management. 
We see this in many cases, but nowhere more conspicuously 
than in the success of the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad plan. 
At a meeting of the Taylor Society held in February, 1926, 
in conjunction with several other societies of railway men 
and mechanical and industrial engineers, the subject of the 
evening was “Union-Management Co-operation in the 
Railway Industry.” The speeches reveal much, by implica¬ 
tion, of the demands made on managers to-day by labour’s 
co-operation in management. Under the Baltimore and 
Ohio plan it is distinctly understood that the joint confer¬ 
ences are not for the consideration of grievances. Complaints 
and the adjustment of disputes are handled by the machinery 
provided by the wage agreement which exists between the 
union and the management. It was stated by Otto S. Beyer 
that “the nature of the subjects discussed at the co-operative 
conferences, in keeping with the basic principles underlying 
them, are constructive in nature.” Mr. Beyer’s list of subjects, 
which I have not space for here, is very interesting. 

The chief interest to me in the acceptance of the fact that 
labour can make constructive contributions to management 
is the principle at its very heart and core, that management 
is not a fixed quantity. When we used to talk of “sharing” 
management, it was because we tended to think then of 
management as a fixed quantity. We thought that if someone 
was given a little, that amount had to be taken from someone 
else. But the fact is that the successful business is one which 
is always increasing management throughout the whole 
enterprise in the sense of developing initiative, invention. 
Any manager who is looking with far-seeing eyes to the 
progress of his business wants not so much to locate authority 
as to increase capacity. The aim of employee representation, 
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IX 


THE PSYCHOLOGY OF CONTROL 1 

Last summer in England I was interested in two letters on 
the coal strike sent to the London Times by two bishops. 
One said that we must not confuse economic and moral 
issues, that the coal strike was a purely economic issue and 
should be treated as such. A few weeks later another bishop 
wrote to The Times , not in answer to the first, but inde¬ 
pendently, and said that the coal strike would never be 
settled if it was not understood that the issues involved were 
not economic but moral issues. 

Undepartmentalized Thinking—Emphasis on the Whole as a 
Unit of Study 

I was interested in these letters because I am coming more 
and more to think that we cannot departmentalize our 
thinking in this way, that we cannot think of economic 
principles and ethical principles, but that underneath all our 
thinking there are certain fundamental principles to be 
applied to all our problems. 

Let me give another illustration. A man, the owner of a 
store, marked a certain grade of women’s stockings which 
he had been selling for $ i a pair down to 87 cents, because 
he thought the price had been too high. His son reported 
later that the reduction had spoiled the sale of that item, 
that customers felt that something must be the matter with 
it; they wanted a “dollar stocking” as they had always had. 
Now I do not know what the rest of that story was, but one 

1 This paper was presented in March, 1927, and, with the three succeeding 
papers, reprinted from Psychological Foundations of Management, Henry C. Metcalf, 
Editor, A. W. Shaw Company (now McGraw Hill Book Publishing Company), 
1927. 
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can imagine the son, being modern, talking of the “psycho¬ 
logy” of the customer, while one can imagine that the father, 
brought up in an age which did not talk psychology in 
season and out, and being an upright, conscientious business 
man, was thinking of something he called an “economic” 
price. Here again I should like to ask: Could not that 
problem have been solved by some principle which was not 
wholly psychological or wholly economic? Here again, 
would it not be possible to undepartmentalize our thinking? 

I think we should do this—undepartmentalize our thinking- 
in regard to every problem that comes to us. I am going to 
say before the end of my talk how I think this could have 
been done in the stocking controversy. I do not think we have 
psychological and ethical and economic problems. We have 
human problems with psychological, ethical, and economic 
aspects, and as many more as you like, legal often. I know a 
lady who asked her maid to lift a large pot of ferns from one 
place to another in the room. The maid replied that the lady 
was stronger than she was and she thought she should do 
the lifting. Here you see was a problem with an economic 
aspect and a psychological and an ethical. It could not have 
been satisfactorily solved by any one of these disciplines 
alone. 

If we have to undepartmentalize our thinking and get 
down to principles that are fundamental for all the social 
sciences, fundamental indeed for all the life processes, surely 
we have to do that especially for the subject of this paper. 
The aim of organization engineering is control through 
effective unity. If, therefore, we wish to understand control, 
we should begin by trying to understand the nature of 
unities. And as our thinking on this subject has of recent 
years been greatly enriched by the thinking in other fields, I 
want to speak briefly of what we are learning of unities from 
biologists, psychologists, philosophers. Professor Henderson, 
a biological chemist, tells us that we have to study a whole 
as a whole, not only through an analysis of its constituents. 
He says: “The old physiologists described the circulation of 
the blood, the beating of the heart, or the properties of 
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gastric juice, and could tell you separate facts, but could not 
connect these facts so as to make a satisfactory picture of 
the organism.” Again he says: “Physiology is far from 
seeing the organism as a whole yet, but we can put together 
the carriage of oxygen, of carbonic acid, the alkalinity of the 
blood, and see how these three are parts of one process. We 
can study how this bit of integration is itself an adaptation,” 
Professor Henderson is always looking on the functioning of 
a whole as the adapting and integrating of parts. (Is not 
that the chief job of the organization engineer?) And he goes 
so far as to say—after stating the fact that doctors used to 
study separate diseases but now tend to study man as a whole 
—that this may be the beginning of a new science, the 
science of human biology. 

This emphasis on a whole as a unit of study we see in 
many places. Dr. Gannon’s physiology is the physiology of 
the integrated organism rather than of analysed parts. 
J. B. S. Haldane points out that the metabolic activity within 
the organism is a “whole” activity, the different sides of 
which are indissolubly associated, instead of being, as was 
formerly thought, isolable physical or chemical processes. 
A very suggestive treatment of wholes has come from those 
who have been working at the integrative action of the 
nervous system. Sherrington has shown us convincingly that 
the simple reflex, which has been treated as an isolable and 
isolated mechanism, is an artificial abstraction, that the 
nervous system functions as a whole. Kempf, a psycho¬ 
biologist, deals with what he calls “whole personalities.” He 
tells us of an integrative unity, of a functional whole. Many 
psychologists to-day are taking the idea of “organization,” 
“integration,” “total activities of the individual,” as the 
pivotal point in their psychology. (Here again are words and 
phrases with which we are coming to be very familiar in 
business management.) The Gestalt school gives us what is 
called explicitly the doctrine of wholes, which denies that 
physical, psychical, or social situations are made up of 
elements in a plus-plus relation. The whole, they tell us, is 
determined, not only by its constituents, but by their relation 
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to one another. This is not new doctrine, but, being put 
forward as the cardinal feature of a whole school of psych¬ 
ology, it is having a large influence. 2 

Moreover, those engaged in personality studies have been 
especially influenced by the Gestalt school, and they are 
having a direct influence on industry through personnel 
directors, employment managers, industrial psychologists. 
Their enlarged understanding of the nature of unities has 
affected hiring, promotion, and dismissal, for this view of 
wholes rather than of parts is what now guides us in our 
estimates of individuals. We used to describe people by 
naming a number of characteristics—he is selfish and he is 
so and so and so and so. But now we know that we do not 
get a very correct idea of a man thus described. We know 
that it is the way these characteristics are related that makes 
a man’s personality. Aggressiveness in Roosevelt 3 may mean 
something quite different from aggressiveness in someone 
else. It is certain that biographies of the future will be very 
different from those of the past because of the larger under¬ 
standing of this point. 

Again, consider the way we now use intelligence tests. 
Here is one list: “reasoning ability, imagination, verbal 
memory, incidental learning, judgment, learning in specific 
fields of knowledge.” It used to be thought sufficient to get 
percentages for each of these. Now we ask how they modify 
one another. If a man is over-confident (or over-cautious, 
either) that may affect his reasoning ability so that his 
judgments may not be so good as one might expect from 
the way his reasoning ability was rated. 

All this is reflected in placement or promotion in industry. 
The men who hire have discovered that skill is often over¬ 
estimated in determining industrial value. They ask (if they 
are up to their job) what that man’s interest in his job is and 
how that affects his skill. They ask also his ability to work 
in a group or get along with his foreman, and how that 

2 Cf. Creative Experience, Chapter IV, "Experience in the Light of Recent 
Psychology: The Gestalt Concept.” 

* Theodore Roosevelt. 
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affects his skill. Of course, it is equally true the other way 
round, that his degree of skill may be affecting his other 
qualities. He may, for instance, take so much interest in 
doing his work well that any resentment he may have against 
foreman or fellow worker gets smoothed out. 

The importance of noting the relative significance of the 
different factors concerned has been pointed out by Cyril 
Burt, in his Study in Vocational Guidance , and also by Dr. 
Yoakum when speaking at these Bureau.of Personnel Admin¬ 
istration Conferences.* And I think it is Dr. Yoakum who 
has also told us of another unity which it is necessary to 
consider. The personnel manager has to think of the effici¬ 
ency ratings of the man, of the job analysis, of the promotion 
policies of the company, and of production and sales figures; 
and it is recognized to-day by some of the best personnel 
managers that the crux of their job is to understand the 
relations between these factors. 

Let me give one more illustration from the field of indus¬ 
trial psychology. Fatigue studies used to consider the 
monotony of the task and its effect on the individual. Now a 
study is made of the different modes of expenditure of energy 
natural to that individual. In other words, we are always 
studying the total situation. All industrial psychologists feel 
that Dr. Mayo* has added a very valuable contribution to 
their work by his insistence on “the total situation.” And 
we must remember that we should always mean by that not 
only trying to see every factor that influences the situation, 
but even more than that, the relation of these factors to one 
another. 

This is the most important, far the most important, trend 
in the thinking of to-day. In a certain hospital there is a 
consultation clinic for the man of moderate means. For the 
sum of ? io he can be examined by specialist after specialist. 
But there is no one doctor who reads the opinions of all these 
specialists to see what they amount to all together. The 

* Psychological Foundations of Management, Henry C. Metcalf, Editor, A. W. 
Shaw Company (McGraw Hill), 1937; Chapters II-VI, by C. S. Yoakum. 

* Ibid., Chapters XVI-XVII, by Elton Mayo. 
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reports of the neurologist, the radiologist, and the others are 
forwarded to the doctor who has sent the patient to the 
hospital, and he says, “What on earth does all this mean? 
What does it add up to?” But certain doctors are hoping to 
remedy this defect, and that is yet another indication of the 
growing appreciation of wholes. 

We see this in almost every field of study. You will find it 
very explicitly stated in an article in Science, on “Emergent 
Evolution and the Social,” written by Professor William 
Morton Wheeler, an eminent zoologist who has written on 
the social life of insects. I do not think he has sufficient 
grounds for his conclusions in that article, but the first part 
of the article is an interesting statement of the principle we 
are here considering. 

Again, another illustration from zoology, an article on 
wild mice in the Journal of Mammalogy, shows that the local 
distribution of wild mice is not controlled by any single 
factor of the physical environment—by climatic conditions, 
or food and water supply, or antagonism between species, or 
nesting material—but is due to the relation of the mice to 
the biotic community as a whole of which they are members. 
This relating of the “behaviour of animals to the environ¬ 
mental complex” marks an interesting correspondence in the 
thinking in different fields. It has exactly the same signifi¬ 
cance as Dr. Mayo’s “total situation.” 

In the field of anthropology, Malinowski says cultures are 
wholes, and you cannot alter any feature without producing 
repercussions which alter the whole. 

In philosophy, our greatest thinkers have given us more 
than indications of this view of unity. Among living philoso¬ 
phers, I think Professor Whitehead is contributing most to 
our understanding of this truth. 

To turn to the field of the social sciences, we find in our 
study of government the same truth—namely, that unities 
are determined not only by their constituents but by the 
relation of these constituents to one another. We see, for 
instance, how the realignments of nations change each 
nation. As the biologist tells us that every organism has a 
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form or structure which is determined by the way the 
elements are placed in that structure, so wc find on the social 
level, too, that rearrangement is always more than rear¬ 
rangement; it changes the character of the things arranged.® 
The regrouping of European nations has its effect on each 
nation. 

In the study of government we find many examples which 
throw light on unities—genuine unities, pseudo-unities, 
attempted unities. We have not time for the many, but one 
may point to the League of Nations. One might point to the 
crop of autocrats which southern Europe seems to be reaping. 

I believe the cause of that lies in the fact that these nations 
find that unity is necessary and that they have not yet found 
out how to get it in a better way, or rather how to get nearer 
a genuine unity. 

Some political scientists make the mistake of considering 
co-ordination and balance synonymous. Most of the political 
pluralists do this. 7 The guild socialists tell us that their 
co-ordinating congress is an arbitrator, or court of appeal, 
to keep the balance between co-ordinate autonomies. 
According to the doctrine I am expressing, “co-ordinate 
autonomies” is an impossible expression. You cannot have 
co-ordinate autonomies because co-ordination is the building 
up of a functional total. 

One of the most interesting indications in the field of 
government of the appreciation of the principle we are 
considering is the present effort in England to functionalize 
the departments of government and to provide for cross¬ 
relations between the departments which shall bring about 
a closer and more effective unity, not an arbitrary or 
artificial unity based on the dictum of constitution or law, 
but a functional unity. 

8 Cf. Creative Experience, p. 171; "Yet while I think that all talk of the sacrifice 
of interests is ruinously sentimental, there is something else which is an essential 
part of any unifying process, and that is a revaluation of interests. For indi¬ 
viduals and nations alike, this is the course of progress. We wish to join the 
League of Nations when a revaluation of our interests shows us that it is to our 
advantage to do so.” 

7 Cf. The New State, Chapters XXVIII-XXXII, for a full discussion of 
Political Pluralism. 
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To take another illustration from the field of government, 
many people think that democracy means all taking part. 
If it means only that, I do not believe in democracy. It is the 
fruitful relating, the interacting of parts, a co-functioning, 
that we want. We must provide the organization necessary 
for such interactions and also recognize and control those 
which we now have. To deny that they exist is a basic error. 
Professor Dewey says that it is the role of the public in 
government (I am using his words) to intervene not con¬ 
tinuously but at certain junctures. He explains the phrase 
“not continuously” by saying that the public has its own life 
to lead, it is preoccupied with its own work and amusements. 

I do not think that there is any possible way in which 
Professor Dewey can support this statement. We have our 
own work? As a Vermont farmer, I go out and shear my 
sheep, but at Washington they are putting a tariff on wool— 
I hope. My amusements? I go to the movies and at the same 
time the government is censoring them—I fear. But I must 
not go into such questions as this. I have taken a moment for 
this only because I want to show that the basis for under¬ 
standing the problems of political science is the same as the 
basis for understanding business administration—it is the 
understanding of the nature of integrative unities. 

In economics, too, we find this same development in 
thinking. Ten or fifteen years ago we heard a great deal from 
certain economists about instincts; one instinct was to be 
satisfied thus and so, another by some other means. To-day 
I do not know any economist who is thinking in this way. 
They see that instincts interact, that the result depends on 
the way in which they interact. 

We hear also from both economists and psychologists of 
a “want-system,” by which they mean that we cannot satisfy 
one want or desire after another, that my different desires 
act on each other, and that the total want-system is different 
from the addition of separate wants. Their use of the word 
“system” is significant. They are using it in the technical 
sense in which biologists use the word, in the sense of 
organized activity. We are all coming to see that our lives 
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are controlled not so much by certain “drives” or wants as 
by their relation to one another. 

I think the general recognition of want-systems would do 
away with a great deal of unnecessary discussion. Arthur 
Pugh, one of the ablest of the trade-union leaders in England 
—some people think the ablest—said to me this summer, “It 
isn’t more pay the workers are usually after; it is improve¬ 
ment in status.” I do not suppose he could have meant that 
literally, so I suppose he meant to emphasize a want-system 
in which status has an important place. We know that the 
worker wants a good many things—security in his job, work 
that interests him, congenial companions, recognition of his 
special ability, decent work conditions. Now, these wants 
have some relation to each other; they form, in the words 
we are using, a structure, a pattern, a whole, a unity. 

In another field, psychiatrists look for a complex, not a 
single cause. There has been a marked advance in psychiatry 
in this respect. 

Again, the probation officer, too, recognizes wholes, or the 
environmental complex, to use the expression of the zoologist. 
He sees not only that a number of things are influencing 
the boy’s life, but he tries to understand the way in which 
they are influencing one another. 

Take an instance of a social worker. She is dealing with 
a girl of a difficult temperament who has a nagging step¬ 
mother, a job for which she is not fitted, and evening recrea¬ 
tions of not the most wholesome character. The most success¬ 
ful social worker is not the one who deals with these one by 
one merely, but who sees their relation to one another. A 
more suitable job may change all the others and therefore 
the total. 

I am emphasizing this matter of relation because, while 
it is customary now to speak of “the total situation,” that 
phrase means to many people merely that we must be sure 
to get all the factors into our problem. For instance, some 
of the industrial psychologists who are using this phrase tell 
us that when a workman is grossly rude to his foreman we 
must not jump too quickly to the conclusion that he has an 
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habitually bad temper or an exasperating foreman; the cause 
may have been a quarrel with his wife at breakfast. That 
is, these psychologists are warning us that we must be sure 
to get all the factors in. What I am emphasizing is not merely 
the totalness of the situation, but the nature of the totalness. 

I am taking some time to speak of the nature of unities 
because if unity is the key-word for biology, psychology, 
philosophy, the same thing, what we call co-ordination, is 
certainly the crux of almost every problem the organiza¬ 
tion engineer or the business manager has to deal with. In 
talking with organization engineers in both England and 
America, I am always told that co-ordination is their most 
important, as it is their most difficult problem. And they 
are coming to understand co-ordination as the making of an 
“integrative unity” (Kempf’s expression). They know that 
the parts of a business should so move together in their 
reciprocally adjusting activities (almost Professor Hender¬ 
son’s phrase) that they make a working unit, not a congeries 
of separate pieces. They are coming to see also that you do 
not have co-ordination by two units existing harmoniously 
side by side, that these units have to make a unity before 
you can say that you have co-ordination. And they are also 
coming to know, as the biologist and psychologist and 
philosopher know, that we advance by progressively evolv¬ 
ing unities. 

The possible examples from business management of the 
working of this fundamental principle are innumerable. In 
considering any business problem, you always find that what 
you have to consider in a situation is not all the factors one 
by one, but also their relation to one another. This means, 
among other things, that when a factor is added to or sub¬ 
tracted from a situation, you have not that situation minus 
or plus that factor, for all the rest will be changed. You 
see it in a board of directors. One man leaves and all the 
rest become a little different. The influence of that board 
of directors as a total is not the same as it was minus that 
man’s influence, because his withdrawal, by changing 
slightly every other man, has made the total different. Every 
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business man knows that the president of a company in rela¬ 
tion to one board of directors may be very different from 
that same president in relation to another board. 

An organization consultant, called in to find why a certain 
department in a business was not keeping pace with the rest 
of the business, told me he found the solution of the problem 
was not to change any one thing or any two or three things 
in that department, although that was what the board of 
directors had expected him to do. But what he suggested to 
the board was certain changes in the relation between tire 
factors or sections of which the department was composed. 

Take a situation made by credit conditions, customers’ 
demand, output facilities, and workers’ attitude. They all 
together make a certain situation, but they constitute that 
situation through their relation to one another. If you 
changeone, usually some, if not all, of the others are changed. 

I was very much interested in something the head of a 
large business said to me just the other day, since I began 
writing this paper. I will quote it, and while I am quoting 
please think of what the Gestalt school is telling us of a unity, 
that is not a plus-plus relation of parts. He said: 

“If my heads of departments tell me that Department D and 
Department E are co-ordinated, and then I find that Depart¬ 
ment D and Department E are exactly the same as they were 
before, then I know that what I have been told is not true; they 
are not co-ordinated. If they have been co-ordinated, then the 
parts will be changed, that is, the practice of Department D will 
differ in some respects from what it was before co-ordination.” 

This statement contains a very profound truth, but it was 
a practical business man who made this statement, not a 
philosopher. 

One might think that this is a statement affirming that 
the whole determines the parts as well as that the parts 
determine the whole, but that would not be strictly accurate. 
The same activity determines both parts and whole. 

My illustrations serve, I hope, to show that the same 
fundamental principle holds good in various fields of study, 
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namely, that the reciprocal activity of the parts changes the 
parts -while it is creating the unity. That is the first point of 
this paper. 

The Nature of Reciprocal Activity in Creating Unities 

My second point concerns the nature of the interacting. 
If we could discover that, I think we should have arrived 
at something very fundamental. Suppose you have two 
factors, or I should prefer to say two activities, A and B, 
reciprocally influencing each other. The key to our prob¬ 
lem lies in what we mean by reciprocally influencing. Do 
we mean all the ways in which A influences B, and all the 
ways in which B influences A? Reciprocal influencing means 
more than this. It means that A influences B, and that B, 
made different by A’s influence, influences A, which means 
that A’s own activity enters into the stimulus which is 
causing his activity. This is something like what on the 
physiological level has been called circular response, the 
full significance of which was well shown by Bok, the Dutch 
physiologist. In every situation our own activity is part of 
the cause of our activity. We respond to stimuli which we 
have helped to make. Capitalism is not responding to trade 
unionism but to the relation between itself and trade 
unionism.® As soon as we take any actual instance like that, 
we see how inadequate it would seem not to take this fact 
into consideration. It is the fact which is of the greatest 
importance for all consideration of conflict. I am never fight¬ 
ing you, but always you plus me, or, more accurately, the 
relation between you and me. France is not responding to 
Germany alone, because so much of Germany’s activity has 
been brought about by the actions of France. The behaviour 
of France is not a function of the behaviour of Germany, 

8 Cf. Creative Experience, p. 67: "Let us take an illustration which involves all 
the points so Tar given: 

1. Employer: wages, share in profits or management, conditions 
of factory, etc. 

a. General conditions: cost of living, etc. 

3. His own desires, aspirations, standards of living, etc. 

- 4 . The relation between his responding and the above.” 


The 

workman 

responds 
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but of the interweaving between France and Germany. We 
need an understanding of this law for any situation where 
human beings are concerned. I think it is the key to history, 
law, economics, and to business administration. 

Let us note this, too—When we say that the behaviour of 
France is a function of the interweaving between France 
and Germany, we are speaking of a unity which is not the 
result of an interweaving, but is the interweaving. Unity 
is always a process, not a product. I suppose that is really 
the pivotal point of this paper. Unless we are thinking 
wholly in terms of process, the statements I am making 
will be meaningless. With this in mind we see that when 
we say that the behaviour of France is a function of the 
interweaving between France and Germany, we are saying 
much more than that the parts are altering each other; we 
are saying also that the whole a-making is altering the parts. 

Please notice that we have now carried our argument a 
step further. I have been saying that the whole is determined 
not only by its constituents, but by their relation to one 
another. I now say that the whole is determined also by 
the relation of whole and parts. Nowhere do we see this 
principle more clearly at work than in business administra¬ 
tion. Production policy, sales policy, financial policy, per¬ 
sonnel policy, influence one another, but the general business 
policy which is being created by the interweaving of these 
policies is all the time, even while it is in the making, influ¬ 
encing production, sales financial, and personnel policies. 
Or put it the other way round—the various departmental 
policies are being influenced by general policy while they 
are making general policy. This sounds like a paradox, but 
it is the truest thing I know. Business unifying must be under¬ 
stood as a process, not as a product. We have to become 
process-conscious. I believe that is the first essential to the 
understanding of business organization. We sometimes hear 
the question discussed whether general policy should dictate 
departmental policies or departmental policies contribute to 
general policy. There is a deeper truth than either of these, 
and that is this something which I am trying to express to 
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you—namely, that it is the same activity which is making 
the whole and parts simultaneously. We never “put parts 
together” even when we think we do. We watch parts 
behaving together, and the way they behave together is the 
whole. I say “parts,” and people often speak of “factors” 
or “elements” in a total, but when we use any of these words 
we must remember that we are talking of activities. 

I wish I had time to show how this fundamental principle 
works on the personal level, but just let me recall what you 
have often noticed, that while the different characteristics 
which make up a personality are all the time influencing one 
another (I am selfish, but my degree and my kind of selfish¬ 
ness are determined partly by my other characteristics), 
while the different characteristics, I say, are all the time 
influencing one another, at the same time they are being 
influenced by the whole personality as it is at any one 
moment. My personality as a whole is influencing my 
selfishness, my aggressiveness. Next year if my personality 
as a whole is different, it will have a different influence on 
the different characteristics which make up my personality. 

It is the same with business unities. I have just given the 
example of the influence of general policy on departmental 
policies, but there is no point in an industrial plant where 
this is not seen. If two department heads form a good work¬ 
ing team, the kind of team they make will influence the 
activities of each. At the same time, the activities of each are 
relating themselves to each other to form the whole. When 
you put it in terms of yourself and Jones in the next room, 
it seems easy enough to understand, and yet we have here 
one of the most profound truths of philosophy. However, 
while it may be easy enough to understand in case of your¬ 
self and Jones, it is by no means so easy to understand when 
relations become more complex. When we do understand 
this more fully, it will be a big step forward for business 
organization. 

But both in my illustrations from the social level and from 
the personal level, I have run the risk of presenting this idea 
to you in an over-simplified form. To avoid this danger, let 
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me take some actual instance and run over it quickly. I am 
going to take the conflict which often occurs between a 
marketing co-operative association and its members over the 
question of violation of contract, and I am going to express 
this conflict in terms of desire, thus: 

The Marketing The Individual 

Co-operatives want: Farmers want: 

1. To get enough cotton or I. Higher prices and a 
tobacco or whatever the stabilized market, 
commodity may be to 

control the market. 

2. To get enough money to 2. Easier credit, 
pay overhead. 

3. To keep the goodwill of the 3. To avoid certain disastrous 

farmers, so that they will consequences of not selling 
not only fulfill their con- independently this particu- 

tracts this time because they lar year. 

must, but will sign up next 
time. 

My chief point in this illustration is that the process of 
forming a unity here is not that 1, 2, and 3 on the left-hand 
side interweave, and 1, 2 and 3 on the right-hand side inter¬ 
weave, and then these two unities join. Nothing could be 
further from life than this, for the interweaving between the 
left-hand and right-hand sides is going on at the same time 
that 1, 2 and 3 on each side are unifying, and, moreover, is 
influencing very greatly the unifying of 1, 2 and 3 on each 
side of the line. No study of any social situation will be 
adequate if it does not take this into account. 

I have been speaking of the nature of the interacting which 
constitutes a unity. While we have not time to go very far 
into this process, I want to pause to note one feature of it, 
what I have called the evoking, that each calls out some¬ 
thing from the other, releases something, frees something, 
opens the way for the expression of latent capacities and 
possibilities. This is a very important consideration for 
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business management for you have to call out all the capaci¬ 
ties of everyone in your organization before you can unite 
these capacities. Evoking, releasing, is the foundation of 
co-ordination. In other words, you have to catch your hare 
before you cook him. 

It is because of this necessity that we are now emp hasisin g 
education in the plant, education of both workmen and 
executives. It is not because of some vague idea that it is 
better for everyone to be educated, but, taking co-ordination 
as the central point of organization, we say to ourselves: 
What is the quality of that which we are going to unite? 
That is the initial step—to look first of ail to that which is 
to be co-ordinated. 

The Emergence of the Synthesis 

We now come to the third point of this paper. Every social 
process has three aspects: the interacting, the unifying, and 
the emerging. But our consideration of the interacting has 
shown us that the interacting and unifying are one. Shall we 
now therefore consider the emerging? We have already done 
that. Because the emerging also is part of the same process. 
Still I am not expressing myself quite accurately when I 
speak of it as part of the process. These three—the interacting, 
die unifying, and the emerging—are not parts of a process 
in the sense of steps in a process. There is one simultaneous 
process, and these three are aspects of that process. 

“Emerging” is the word which is being used more and 
more every day by scientists to denote the novelty wherever 
it appears in evolution. Morgan has told us of emergent 
evolution, Spaulding of creative synthesis, Broad of emergent 
vitalism. Emerging and the emergent seem to be the words 
most commonly used. They signify at once the something 
new, the progressive feature in the process. And these 
philosophers and scientists agree that the emergent pattern, 
the complex emergent whole, is formed by the interacting, 
the relating, of the constituent factors. This, too, we see 
every day in business administration. In situation after 
situation we find that when we have a progressive and 
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successful policy it has resulted from what a scientist has 
called an “interactive accumulation,” what I have called 
integration. Let me give an example. 

I want to say first, however, that when I use these expres¬ 
sions of the scientists, like interactive accumulation, emerg¬ 
ing, and the rest, I hope you understand that I am not trying 
to put everyday truths to you in a learned form. I am using 
these expressions because I am interested—more interested 
than in anything else in the world—in these correspondences 
in thinking between scientists, philosophers, and business 
managers, because such correspondences seem to me a 
pretty strong indication that we are on the right track. If 
people studying relations from such totally different angles 
come to the same conclusions, it seems to me of the greatest 
significance. 

To return now to the example I was about to give you of 
integration. A purchasing agent suggests buying a material 
which is somewhat inferior which he says will do just as well 
for the purpose it is to be used for, and he can get it at a 
lower price than what he has been paying. The head of the 
production department says that he cannot get satisfactory 
results with this material. Which is to have his way? Perhaps 
this very difference of opinion may make the purchasing 
agent begin a more systematic search for a material which 
will cost less and at the same time give results satisfactory to 
the production manager. This would be an integration. And 
I want you to notice that we should have here the three 
results which often follow an integration: both parties would 
be satisfied; the situation would be improved—that is, costs 
would be reduced without deterioration in the quality of the 
product; and there might in time be a still wider, a com¬ 
munity, value, in this material being used throughout the 
industry for this particular purpose, and thus a reduction to 
the consumer eventually effected. 

When I gave you the illustration of the dispute between 
father and son as to whether a certain grade of stockings 
should be sold for 87 cents or $1, I said we would speak of a 
possible solution later. This dispute reflects the whole 
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irregularity, inconsistency, planlessness in price-fixing. Sup- 
pose father and son had recognized this, suppose this occur¬ 
rence had led them to make some beginning toward getting 
retailers, wholesale merchants, and manufacturers to try to 
find some proper basis for price-fixing, and then some means 
to educate the public to understand the basis of price-fixing. 
In that case, the psychological aspirations of the son and the 
economic integrity of the father, might eventually have been 
satisfied; and besides satisfying the two parties concerned, 
there would have been an emergent value, the emergent 
value being a better business policy, a better social policy. 

To end my third point and to summarize thus far: My 
first point concerned the total situation; my second the 
nature of the interacting which determines the total situa¬ 
tion; my third, the evolving situation. We have come to see 
1 that reciprocal adjustment is more than mere adjustment; 
that it is there we get what the psychologist has called the 
“something new,” “the critical moment in evolution.” 
Everyone of us engaged in any form of constructive activity 
is looking for the plus values of our activity. As men who are 
interested in organisms, in unities (biologists, philosophers, 
social scientists, or whatever they may be) are interested in 
what is called by some the emerging, by some the overflow, 
by some the evolving, by some the appearance of new values 
—Professor Whitehead’s philosophy is largely based on what 
he calls “the interplay of diverse values” and the “emergent 
values”—so in business management we find this same prin¬ 
ciple at work. We see that functional relating has always a 
value beyond the mere addition of the parts. A genuine inter¬ 
weaving or interpenetrating by changing both sides creates 
new situations. Recall what the president of the factory said 
in regard to the co-ordinating of his departments—that a 
genuine co-ordinating changed to some extent the two parts 
co-ordinated. Functional relating is the continuing process of self- 
crealing coherence. Most of my philosophy is contained in that 
sentence. You can take that sentence, I believe, as a test for 
any part of business organization or business management. 
If you have the right kind of functional relating, you will 
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have a process which will create a unity which will lead to 
further unities—a self-creating progression. 

An understanding of this is of the utmost importance in 
setding labour disputes. If we want a settlement which will 
mean progress, greater success for our business, we shall try 
to include the values of both sides, which will give us more 
than the values of the two sides added together, will give us 
an emergent value. Our outlook is narrowed, our chances of 
success are largely diminished, when our thinking is con¬ 
strained with the limits of an either-or situation. We should 
never allow ourselves to be bullied by an either-or. We want 
to learn how to make any human association most effective, 
most fruitful. The reciprocal influence, the interactive be¬ 
haviour, which involves a developing situation, is funda¬ 
mental for business administration as it is for politics, 
economics, jurisprudence, and ethics. 

Before going on to the second part of my paper, to the 
question of control, let me take a moment to carry the 
correspondences I have been speaking of into still another 
field, for I cannot emphasize too strongly the significance of 
finding the same underlying principles in every field of 
human activity. We find in the arts—in architecture, in 
painting, in poetry, in music—that the fundamental principle 
is organization, is relatedness. I have been interested in that 
approach to the study of Greek art during the last decade 
which involves a mathematical analysis and hence rests on 
relations. In a recent book on poetry I read: “In so far as a 
poem is an organic unity, it changes its meaning, which is 
why it lasts to ever succeeding generations.” As to music, I 
was much struck by what a friend said to me only last week: 
that while we think of the players in an orchestra as each 
knowing his part and of the conductor as having an aware¬ 
ness of the total process as an integrative unity, we must 
remember also that the players play best when the conductor 
is able to make each share his inclusive awareness. This is a 
rather subtle point, I think. 

Besides the interest and significance of seeing our principle 
at work in the arts, I am also very much interested in the 
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different degrees of sensitiveness to relations shown by 
different people. A biologist who had, among his assistants, 
a Japanese who made drawings for him said that a fish under 
the hand of this Japanese took on certain curves indicating 
movement, suggesting water. He did not seem to be able to 
draw a fish as the other young men did—just a fish. 

I sometimes think we are all more sensitive to relations 
aesthetically than we are in our everyday jobs. In taking a 
railway journey a succession of pictures, that is, of wholes, 
passes before your eyes all day. You see flowers by a stream, 
cows in a meadow, a boulder at the foot of a pine. At the 
end of the day you have this accumulation of pictures, you 
dp not think merely of fields and rocks and streams and 
trees. I believe this same sensitiveness in regard to relations 
is going to be our greatest asset in business management. 


The Nature of Control—Dependence upon 
an Understanding of Unities 

What has all this to do with the title of my paper, Control! 
Why have I talked so long of the nature of unities? Because 
we cannot understand control without understanding 
unities. I said that the chief problem of the organization 
engineer was acknowledgedly co-ordination. That simply 
means he cannot get control without unity. Put this in the 
plainest language of your everyday job. In order to control 
a certain situation, you have to get the co-operation of those 
fellow executives who are also concerned in that situation. 
The degree of control will depend partly on how far you can 
successfully unite the ideas of these men and yourself. 

I find this the law on every level I have studied. Those 
biologists, psychologists, and philosophers I have mentioned in 
this paper whose most fundamental thinking is concerned with 
integrative unities, tell us of the self-regulating, self-directing 
character of an organism as a whole. They mean that the 
organizing activity is the directing activity. The interacting 
is the control, it does not set up a control, that fatal expres¬ 
sion of some writers on government and also some writers 
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on business administration. I cannot get up in the morning, 

I cannot walk to my work, without that co-ordination 
of muscles which is control. The athlete has more of that 
co-ordination and therefore more control than I have. On 
the personal level, I gain more and more control over myself 
as I co-ordinate my various tendencies. This is interesting 
to us from two points of view, not only as showing the 
operation of the same law on different levels, but because 
we are more and more using this knowledge in dealing with 
individuals in industry as well as to obtain effective group 
action. In fact, the two are more closely connected than is 
always recognized. When we have conflicts, or differences of 
opinion, between two individuals—employer and employee, 
or two executives, or two members of a board of directors— 
it is not only our task to try to reconcile these two indi¬ 
viduals. We have to study each individual to see if there 
are not, perhaps, diverse tendencies warring with each other 
within the individual, for this internal conflict may be the 
very thing which will prevent a satisfactory settling of the 
conflict between these individuals. We have, moreover, to 
see what measures we can take to reconcile these warring 
tendencies, to resolve the internal conflict, in order that these 
individuals can enter into effective relations with each other. 
But we must remember, what is sometimes forgotten, that 
this is not an antecedent process; the two integrations are 
simultaneous. The conflict between A and B, or the inte¬ 
grating between A and B, may help A to unify the diverse 
tendencies in himself, may help B to do the same. These are 
not really two processes, but one; the individual would not be 
integrating his personality if he lived in a world by himself. 
It is exactly the same kind of a double process as that which I 
gave you in my illustration from the marketing co-operatives. 

Not all psychiatrists who go into industry pay enough 
attention to this. They are going to adjust the individual, 
they say, but the very word “adjust’* implies that the man 
is to be adjusted to something, and the simultaneous pro¬ 
cesses of internal and external adjustment, and their influ¬ 
ence on each other, should be fully recognized. 


203 



DYNAMIC ADMINISTRATION 

I have said that on the biological level, growth is by 
integration, by the continuous integration of simple, specific 
responses, I have said that we see the same law in operation 
on the personal level; diverse tendencies are united into new 
action patterns. I have said that in the case of two indi¬ 
viduals, that is, on the social level, here, too, we get control 
through effective integration. Authority should arise within 
the unifying process. As every living process is subject to its 
own authority, that is, the authority evolved by or involved 
in the process itself, so social control is generated by the 
process itself. Or rather, the activity of self-creating coher¬ 
ence is the controlling activity. We see this clearly in inter¬ 
national relations. We shall never be able to make an inter¬ 
national settlement and erect some power to enforce it; the 
settlement must be such as to provide its own momentum. 
A political scientist says in a recent book that authority co¬ 
ordinates the experience of men. It does not. It is just the 
other way around. Legitimate authority flows from co¬ 
ordination, not co-ordination from authority. This is implied 
in everything I have said here. Legitimate authority is 
the interweaving of all the experience concerned. 

The intellectuals of the English Labour Party are making, 
I think, a grave mistake in not accepting this fundamental 
principle. They see the whole labour question in the fight 
pattern. G. D. H. Cole, in a passionate article in the Labour 
Magazine advocating the acceptance of Easton Lodge, which 
Lady Warwick had offered for a Labour College, ended with 
these words: “And education . . . will create in the hearts 
of our young workers a will to power . . . that will carry 
us on to victory.” 

You see, Cole is thinking in terms of the fight; but as we 
have been trying that for several thousands, or millions, of 
years, and it does not seem to be very successful, why not 
try another method? And another is indicated to us, indi¬ 
cated in the idea that one part can never get any lasting 
power over another, but that you can have self-direction by 
forming integrative unities. When employers and employees 
are willing to sit down together to try to solve their problems 
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rather than to bargain on the basis of who possesses the 
greater economic power of the moment, then we shall be 
on the road to settling “the labour question.” That genuine 
authority arises spontaneously within the process of building 
up an integrative unity should be the argument for employee 
representation, not that it is the “right” of the workman 
nor because it will ease up things for the employer. 

I speak of the English Labour Party. We see in many 
places this same disregard of the fundamental principle of 
control as part of the essential nature of a unity. Many in 
the Consumers’ League over-emphasize the “fight” with the 
manufacturers; they do not see that they will get their full 
share in controlling the situation only when they and the 
manufacturers join. In the very last circular I received from 
the Consumers’ League, it is stated, “With the consumer 
lies the balance of power.” I hope I do not have to pause 
and say why I think this all wrong. “The balance of power” 
is the phrase we hear in international disputes, in industrial 
controversy, and here in the mouths of the consumers as 
against the manufacturers. What I think the doctrine of this 
paper shows us is that a jointly developing power means the 
possibility of creating new values, a wholly different process 
from the sterile one of balancing. . _ 

I have spoken of government, of international relations, of 
capital and labour, of producer and consumer. In the study 
of business organization we are saying that authority is not 
all at the top, that authority goes with function, that what 
we are seeking in business organization is the method of 
obtaining a cumulative authority as the interweaving experi¬ 
ence of all those who are performing some functional part 
of the activity under consideration. 

Let us note, too, that if control arises within the unifying 
process, then the more highly integrated unity you have, 
the more self-direction you get. When bankers, manu¬ 
facturers, workers, and consumers, learn how to form an 
integrative unity, then we shall have a large degree of social 

control. . 

I was much interested last summer in England in a small 
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occurrence which yet seemed to me to have a good deal of 
significance. I dropped my watch, and it stopped. I was 
leaving London the next day and wished to get it repaired 
at once, as I had no other watch with me. I took it to the 
repair department of a jeweller in Bond Street, and they 
said it would take ten days to repair it. I understood that it 
would if the usual routine was followed of sending the watch 
to a repair shop and letting it wait its turn. So I explained 
to them the urgency of the case and asked if they would give 
me the address of someone who did repairing. They said 
they did not know of anyone. I then walked the length of 
Bond Street going into those shops that had watches in the 
windows and asking the same question. They all made the 
same reply, that they did not know of anyone, but all offered 
to get it done for me. Now I do not believe this could have 
happened in America. I think it is because there has not 
developed in England a group consciousness of sellers. And 
when I was told in England, as I was, that retail selling is 
done better in America than in England, I thought to myself 
that I knew one of the reasons why. These men selling 
watches in Bond Street were thinking of the immediate 
profit of the few shillings they would make from repairing 
my watch; they were not thinking that whatever arouses 
confidence on the part of the buying public in those who sell 
is in the long run to the greatest advantage of the selling 
group. Here was lacking a consciousness of unity, and in 
so far there was lacking control in retail selling. There are 
many other reasons why retail selling is more advanced in 
America, but I thought this was probably one reason. 

To sum up what I have said of control thus far: Control 
is part of a process, a process which we see on biological, 
personal, and social levels. Conscious control is the self¬ 
regulation of the biologist rising to consciousness. And con¬ 
scious control is the dominant thought of the twentieth 
century. More and more do we hear that phrase from 
economists, jurists, historians, and sociologists. It is the chief 
contribution which our generation is making to the world. 
And we get control through co-ordination. 
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I have not entered on the methods of obtaining control 
through effective unities, as that is the whole problem of 
management and would take a whole series of conferences 
instead of only one conference. Overselling, for instance, is 
a lack of control through lack of co-ordination of the depart¬ 
ments concerned, and you could give me a hundred illustra¬ 
tions. And we should remember that we must unify policies 
before we can unify activities. Suppose a department in our 
business is studying customers’ demands. We shall never be 
able to co-ordinate that department successfully with the 
selling department unless the underlying policies of these 
two departments are the same. 

Summary: Steps in Attaining Control 

If there is not time to consider the matter of control in 
detail, let us at least note in a general way the steps to be 
taken in attaining control, using the terms of this paper. I 
shall take this as a means of summarizing the whole paper. 
As a summary, there will be some repetition. 

The first step is to see the field of control. In any situation 
the total is complex, not single. Consider Italy at the present 
moment. While the most interesting thing about the situa¬ 
tion is that one man is such a large fhctor in it, yet to under¬ 
stand the Italian situation we have to get together all that 
is influencing Italy, all that has gone to give Mussolini his 
power. But we have to go beyond finding the elements which 
constitute the field of control. We have to see the field of 
control as an integrative unity—that is, we have to realize 
that it is constituted not by certain elements alone, but by 
certain reciprocal activities. 

If the first step in the understanding of a problem is an 
understanding of the field of control as an integrative unit, 
the second is the process of passing from one field of control 
to another. When we get to this point, we are so in the heart 
of the matter that I wish we were just beginning this discus¬ 
sion. If I elaborated this point, it would be along the line 
of what I have said of the emerging. I can only say here that 
when we understand this process, anticipation will not mean 


207 



DYNAMIC ADMINISTRATION 


forecasting alone, it will mean more than predicting. It will 
mean more than meeting the next situation; it will mean 
making the next situation. One of the largest manufacturers 
in Milan said last July that he and a number of other 
Italian manufacturers were studying American methods of 
scientific management so that they would be ready to deal 
with the industrial situation when Mussolini’s hand should 
be withdrawn. This means, in the language we are using this 
evening, that when that field of control is broken up, they 
are going to have a hand in making the next, 

I cannot therefore wholly agree with those historians who 
say that the study of history should help us to predict situa¬ 
tions; it should do more than this—it should help us to 
create situations. 

This has enormous importance in business management. 
Many employers are being told that they should study the 
psychology of the workers so that in the next strike they will 
know how to win. I think their aim should be not to be able 
to meet a strike situation, but to create a strike-less situation. 
Again, consider the business cycle. It used to be thought that 
there was something fatalistic about the business cycle. Then 
business men began to study it in order to meet the demands 
made by these periodic fluctuations. The next step is to 
prevent the fluctuations. When, for instance, enough manu¬ 
facturers see that the times of peak prosperity are not the 
times to expand—to introduce new lines of goods, new 
equipment, and so on—then perhaps business will not follow 
an alternation of peaks and slumps. I spoke at Oxford this 
autumn at a conference on business management , 9 and one 
of the papers was on forecasting, a very able and interesting 
paper, but in the discussion that followed I was much inter¬ 
ested in the fact that few there had apparently got beyond 
the idea of forecasting as predicting. In America many of 
our business men are trying to do what Hoover has called 
flattening out the cycle. 

0 The Rowntree Lecture Conference, held at Balliol College, Oxford, 
October, iga6. (For details of the papers read by Mary Foflett at the 
Conference, see the “Notes on the English Papers,” Appendix II, p. 318. 
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How to pass from one situation to another is the point on 
which we most need light; it is to this that we should now 
direct our studies. We have been told a good deal by biolo¬ 
gists, philosophers, and psychologists of how a unity, or total 
situation, is constructed; we do not know so much about 
passing from one unity to another or, to use the language of 
the Gestalt school of psychology, how to make productive 
configurations. A friend who is a political scientist has told 
me that he considers this one of the chief problems of the 
political scientist. For instance, shall the Social-Democratic 
Party in Germany join a coalition? Will that make a produc¬ 
tive configuration? Will it make an effective total situation? 
We do not know and we do not know how to find out. But 
while the political scientists have not yet worked out any 
satisfactory tests or technique of thinking here, the fact that 
they are working at this problem, and the fact that it is the 
same problem in which many of us are most interested seems 
to me hopeful. There are two fundamental problems for 
business management: first, to define the essential nature of 
the total situation; secondly, how to pass from one total 
situation to another. I think we have answered the first 
fairly satisfactorily as being not inclusiveness alone, but also 
relatedness, a functional relating. We have not yet answered 
the second, but the mere fact of stating a problem is a long 
way toward its solution, and many of us are now trying to 
state the problem of control. 
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THE PSYCHOLOGY OF CONSENT AND 
PARTICIPATION 

In the preceding paper we considered certain fundamental 
principles of human relations. I wish to take these principles 
as a test for the relations which I am asked to speak of in 
my remaining talks in this conference series , 1 namely, the 
consenting relation, the participating relation, the relation 
of arbitrator and conciliator to the group, of leader and 
expert. 

“Consent ” of the Governed Not an Adequate Expression of 
Democracy 

We are to consider first the doctrine of the consent of the 
governed.* I do not think it will bear our present tests. Mere 
consent, bare consent, gives us only the benefit of the ideas 
of those who put forward the propositions for consent; it does 
not give us what the others may be capable of contributing. 

When our evening centres were opened in Boston (for 
adults to meet in schoolhouses for education, for recreation, 
for citizen’s meetings, and the like), I was chairman of the 
advisory committee to the school committee. I hoped that 
the centres would be started on a more or less democratic 
basis, that the people of each neighbourhood might be taken 
into the counsels of the director and plan and initiate their 
own activities; direct them, too, as far as was possible. I 
therefore talked a good deal about this during our first 
months to the directors of the various centres. One evening, 
on visiting one of the centres, the director came up to me 

1 See note, p. 183; this paper was presented in March, 1937. 

8 Qf. Creative Experience, Chapter XI, " ‘Consent’ Not the Technique of the 
Governed.” 
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smiling and said, “We are doing in this centre just what you 
wanted us to. We get the members together at 9.50 (the 
time for closing was ten o’clock) and take a vote on ques¬ 
tions.” But this was not at all what I had wanted. I had 
wanted all the education and the responsibility involved in 
a consideration of these questions, and the greater interest, 
too, that would undoubtedly have been aroused; I had not 
been thinking of the mere voting. That seemed to me con¬ 
sent at its barest. Mere voting is a gesture of agreement rather 
than real agreement. We cannot obtain genuine consent by 
a vote any more than you can “declare” peace. That is what 
the Allies tried to do at Versailles. They tried to declare peace 
instead of opening the way for the process of peace achieve¬ 
ment. They did not clearly enough see that peace is a pro¬ 
cess and an attainment. In the same way, genuine agreement 
is part of a slow process of the interweaving of many activities, 
and this is not consent but participation. 

Many people are now getting beyond the consent-of-the- 
governed stage in their thinking, yet there are political 
scientists who are still advocating it. And, indeed, it is much 
better to have the consent of the governed than not to have 
it. In the case of what are called the backward countries, 
that is what we are asking for, for we recognize it as a first 
step. But we are also recognizing to-day that it is only a 
first step; that not consent but participation is the right basis 
for all social relations. 3 

Incidently, I should like to point out that what we often 
see in business to-day is the consent of the governors, which 
is rather a blow at the consent-of-the-governed theory. An 
under-executive makes a plan and carries it to the man at 
the head of his department for his consent. The man at the 
head of a department makes a plan and carries it to the 

* Of, Creative Experience, p. 198: “The theory of consent rests on the wholly 
intellectual fallacy that thought and action can be separated. The theory of 
consent rests on the assumption that we think with our ‘mind’ and we don’t. 
Political leaders are supposed to put something before our minds to which we 
respond with our minds. Yet how often we see cases where we have not been 
able to persuade people, by our most careful reasoning, to think differently, 
but later, by giving them an opportunity to enter on a certain course of action, 
their ‘minds’ are thereby changed.” 
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president for his consent. The president of one of the largest 
concerns in America told me that he spent most of his time 
in consenting to the plans which his executives made. 

What Is Participation? 

If, however, we say that we believe, not in consent, but in 
participation, we have then to define participation. Mere 
participation is not enough. You may bring together all the 
parts of a machine, but you do not have the machine until they 
are properly related. The chief task of organization is how 
to relate the parts so that you have a working unit; then you 
get effective participation. We concluded in the preceding 
paper, did we not, that democracy does not mean merely all 
taking part, that democracy should mean organization, the 
relating of parts, co-functioning? This should be the defini¬ 
tion of participation. In a conference we have participation 
when we have related thinking, not merely voting, which 
only registers opinions already formed. The Minimum Wage 
Law in Massachusetts has one wise provision: it subordinates 
mere voting to the process of seeking means of agreement. I 
sat on a minimum wage board once where the labour 
members tried to force the vote prematurely, and the secre¬ 
tary of the board had to point out to them that they were 
asked to come there not to register views already held, but 
to see if some agreement could not be found between repre¬ 
sentatives of labour, of employers, and of the public. I found 
this to be the principle on which the trade boards of England 
are working, too. I shall speak of these further in the follow¬ 
ing paper. 

Another instance of the recognition that participation must 
involve the interpenetration of the ideas of the parties con¬ 
cerned was when a workers’ representative in a plant which 
had employee representation protested when an important 
executive absented himself from a meeting and sent in word 
how he felt about a certain matter, not giving the other side 
a chance to present its case before he reached a decision. 
This workman understood one of the fundamental principles 
we considered in our discussion of “Control,” the advantage 
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of the process of what we called interacting, whereby each 
gets something from the other. 

Again, in the Fore River Shipbuilding Plant, the plan for 
employee representation provided for separate meetings of 
employee representatives at regular intervals, but after a 
three months’ trial the employees asked for permission to 
abandon these meetings on the ground that they were waste 
of time, only the joint meetings being effective in bringing to 
light all the evidence necessary for reaching decisions. 

Obtaining Participation 

If participation means everyone taking part, according to 
his capacity, in a unit composed of related activities, we then 
ask how we can get participation. In three ways: by an 
organization which provides for it, by a daily management 
which recognizes and acts on the principle of participation, 
and by a method of settling differences, or a method of deal¬ 
ing with the diverse contributions of men very different in 
temperament, training, and attainments. As it would require 
much more time and space than we have at our disposal to 
consider the questions of organization or management in 
general, I am going to devote this paper to the third point. 

There are three ways of dealing with difference; domina¬ 
tion, compromise, and integration. By domination only one 
side gets what it wants; by compromise neither side gets 
what it wants; by integration we find a way by which both 
sides may get what they wish. Do you remember the example 
in the preceding paper of a possible integration between pur¬ 
chasing agent and production manager which might result 
in the decreased costs for that plant or even for the whole 
industry? In dissensions between executives it is never merely 
peace that should be our aim, but progress. We get progress 
when we find a way that includes the ideas of both or the 
several parties to the controversy. But this requires hard 
thinking, inventiveness, ingenuity. We should never think 
°f integration as a foregone conclusion; it is an achievement. 

This whole matter of participation, or ways of joining the 
various contributions of men, is much more important in 
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business to-day than it ever was before, because we have 
more kinds of knowledge and experience to join. A man at 
the head of the industrial relations department in a large 
plant in England told me that one of his chief difficulties, in 
questions of promotion or dismissal, was knowing how to 
join the opinions of the foreman and the findings of the 
psychologist. These did not seem to add up any more than 
tables and chairs will add up. He was working out a rather 
elaborate mathematical system of ratings by which these two 
different kinds of knowledge and experience could be 
joined. 

Again, think of an occasion like this: the staff man who 
is responsible for the care of machines tells the foreman that 
one of his machines needs attention, and the foreman does 
not agree. Such are the problems we meet daily. A salesman 
in a certain locality says he cannot get a higher price. 
One of the staff goes in there and decides that he can. The 
salesman says, “I certainly know my customers better than 
this man who has just come here.” The staff man says: 
“His customers are hammering at him all the time, so of 
course he can’t see the situation as clearly as someone from 
outside.” How are these two opinions to be joined? Such 
questions have to be met constantly under the form of 
management we have to-day. It makes the subject of 
“participation” a much more intricate one than it was 
formerly. At the same time, it raises problems of extra¬ 
ordinary interest. 

I have said that there are three ways of settling difference. 
Compromise has been the way usually taken; it has been, as 
a rule, the way most approved. Diplomats laud it, as do 
many arbitrators in industrial disputes. But more and more 
among executives who differ do I notice a very sincere 
attempt to get at something better than compromise, to get 
the advantage of both points of view. When we compromise, 
something is always lost. Moreover, we do all of us want our 
own way, want the way which seems to us right. I can get 
my own way by imposing my will upon others or by joining 
my will with that of others. To impose one’s will upon others 
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sounds so crude that there are few people who will confess 
to wishing to do that, but suppose that I am willing to 
dominate and to acknowledge it; even so, is it the process 
most likely to succeed in the long run? I think not, because 
the fellow executive on whom I impose my will, next time 
will try to impose his will on me. I think that the principle of 
integration rests on the most profound philosophy of the 
ages, and that it is also decidedly to our interest in the 
long run. 

I want to say, incidentally, that I was much interested in 
England this summer in this to me rather amazing occur¬ 
rence. Two people said to me at different times, “You have 
an expression in America which interests us over here very 
much—‘in the long run’.” I was astonished because I had 
never imagined that every nation had not the expression 
or its equivalent. Of course, the English are looking ahead 
just as we are, and yet I think it rather interesting that our 
expression “in the long run” had arrested their attention. 
If American business philosophy is to be known by its 
recognition of the “long run,” integration should certainly 
be part of that philosophy, for emergent values, to use our 
expression arrived at in the preceding paper, come through 
integration. Professor Ripley has told us to focus attention 
on the only real things in life, those that lie ahead of us. 
Integration is securing the future. 

To accept the philosophy of integration is to change 
somewhat our ideas of sacrifice, so long held by many. I put 
domination and sacrifice together as based on the same 
error. If I dominate you, I get what / want. If I sacrifice 
myself to you, you get what you. want. I do not see why one 
way is any better than the other. The only gain would be if 
we could both have what we want. As I stressed in the 
previous paper, integration means three things: you and I 
both get what we want, the whole situation moves forward, 
and the process often has community value. I do not there¬ 
fore think that my participation in any social process should 
be one of self-sacrifice, but one of self-contribution. 

One of the best results of employee representation is that 
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in many plants where some plan of employee representation 
is being carried out, both employers and employees are com¬ 
ing to see that many decisions are not favourable either to 
employers alone or to employees alone, but equally favourable 
to both sides. A workman said to me, “I have sometimes felt 
in a conference committee a double responsibility, a responsi¬ 
bility to both sides.” Such a feeling is the beginning of a 
consciousness of unity, and when you get a consciousness of 
unity, self-interest is a good thing, for then it means the 
interest of the group with which you have identified yourself. 
A man joins a union and now identifies his self-interest with 
his union, which in time of a strike may be quite against his 
immediate or personal self-interest. The next step is when the 
trade union joins with management to help solve industrial 
problems. Here again, self-interest takes on a larger meaning. 
The cry all over England to-day, from both employers and 
employees, is for better management. This is in itself a 
recognition of the interlocking interests of employers and 
employed. Why is the International Labour Office at 
Geneva one of the three agencies in establishing the Inter¬ 
national Institute for Scientific Management? Because it 
sees that scientific management will benefit workers as well 
as employers. 

A formal recognition that group interest should take 
precedence of individual interest was given in a decision 
made last November by the impartial chairman of the con¬ 
ference committee in the fur industry. The dispute concerned 
a reduction in wages during the dull season. The impartial 
chairman decided not only that it was contrary to the 
agreement between the Associated Fur Manufacturers and 
the Furriers Union, but also that while it might benefit 
individuals, it was contrary to the best interests of both the 
union and the employers’ association. He said: “A particular 
firm wishes to reduce wages in order to underbid other 
manufacturers in the sale of that article of merchandise; the 
particular worker wishes to underbid other workers. Both 
these points of view are contrary to the general interests of 
the industry, to the interest of the employers’ association 
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and of the union.” And he added, “And it goes without 
saying that in a conflict between the needs of the organiza¬ 
tions and the desires of the individual members or workers, 
the rights of the bodies are superior to the rights of the 
individual and must prevail.” He might have said what, of 
course, must have been also in his mind, that it is not really 
a case of the interests of the organization against the interests 
of the individual, for in the long run what is to the advant¬ 
age of the organization will be to the advantage of the 
individual. 

I think people often identify themselves with the group 
interest, feeling consciously that it will be to their own 
interest in the end. Once 1 was being rowed, with a friend, 
across Lake Como on a summer day at noon. We were all 
good-sized people, it was an exceptionally hot day, and the 
rower became about the hottest looking man I ever saw. I 
summoned up enough Italian to try to express my sympathy 
for him, to deplore the heat. He looked at me in amazement 
and replied, ‘‘But it’s good for the vines.” Probably he had 
no vines himself, but he had identified himself with the 
community interest. It was not that he was willing to suffer 
for the good of all, he saw his own interest included in that of 
all, even although he probably could not have put it into 
words. 

This sounds as if I were saying that people are incapable of 
anything but self-interest, but I hope you will not misunder¬ 
stand me on this point. I am not pitting idealistic and 
materialistic conceptions against each other. I maintain that 
my conception of self-interest is an idealistic one. I heard it 
said once that in any group you should have an idealist and 
a materialist and thus both views would get full considera¬ 
tion. But I do not believe in that. It would raise the same 
dilemma as was raised in the mind of the daughter of the 
clergyman who was offered a bishopric. A friend of the 
family came to call and was received by the daughter, 
whom he asked if they had decided to accept the call. She 
replied, “I don’t know. Father is in his study praying for 
guidance and Mother is upstairs packing.” 
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It must be evident to you now that I do not look on self- 
interest as a bad word. Patriotism is self-interest of the 
noblest kind. We fight for our country because it is a larger 
self. How often we hear a man try to prove that he is 
“disinterested.” How often we hear, 'There’s nothing in it 
for me.” But why shouldn’t there be something in it for 
him? To say that a man is “disinterested” is, I think, not to 
praise him, but, on the contrary, a grave reproach. Growth, 
development, means that we want things—and get them. To 
be sure, if when a man says he is disinterested in a matter he 
means that he is not going to make it a question of private 
gain when it should be a question of the public good, we can 
only heartily approve. But what I am urging is that we 
should be as interested, as self-interested, as possible, but 
only as members of the highest unity with which we are 
capable of identifying ourselves. 

Let us note, too, a point in regard to sympathy, namely, 
that the sympathy of identification is very different from the 
sympathy from outside. I speak of this because it is often said 
that the coming together of employer and employee under 
plans of employee representation is going to make each 
sympathize with the other. I think this is true, but I think 
they will have the best kind of sympathy as fast as they can 
unify their purposes. The definition of sympathy given by 
most psychologists to-day is a feeling with rather than a 
feeling for. A recent writer, a psychologist, gives a good 
illustration in the case of a man losing his wife. He says that 
a friend who has also lost his wife will sympathize with him; 
a friend who has feared at some time or another that he was 
going to lose his wife will sympathize with him, but a little 
less; a friend who has never thought of the possibility, still 
less; and a friend who has never had a wife, much less still. 
In other words, this psychologist makes sympathy depend on 
similar experience. While realizing that sympathy may be 
born of the imagination, while realizing also that similar 
experience does by no means always produce sympathy, I 
should say in general that when purposes of employers and 
employees become so integrated that they make one purpose, 
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then we have the most real, the most vital sympathy—a feel¬ 
ing with rather than a feeling for. 

It is the same in regard to confidence. Everywhere in 
England I was told that the chief difficulty in settling the 
coal strike was a lack of confidence on both sides, that this 
was so marked that when one side acted in perfectly good 
faith, the other side was always suspicious and attributed 
every kind of a base motive. I do not believe that confidence 
will ever be attained except by making the aims of employers 
and employees the same. I had one amusing story told me 
of this lack of confidence. A man known throughout England 
for his efforts to improve the condition of the workmen, 
himself the head of a business, received a call from a labour 
leader. In the course of the conversation, he told him some 
of his ideas in regard to labour, what he thought could be 
done, what he himself was trying to do. At the end of the 
interview, when he got up to go, the labour man said, “I’m 
glad to have met you, Mr. B., I’ve enjoyed our talk, and I 
hope when you come to Huddlestone you’ll come to see me 
—my hobby is china.’’ 

If participation means playing one’s part in an integrative 
unity, if we want to get what each one has to contribute, 
what are some of the rules which we should lay down for our 
guidance? First, I should say, never, if possible, allow an 
either-or situation to be created. This is done when the 
“Yes” or “No” style of question is put to the group, as, 
“Shall this go into effect Thursday morning?” Such questions 
are often put in groups where the members are supposed to 
be participating (not merely consenting), as in committees 
or boards of directors. The objection to this way of opening 
discussion is that by presenting two alternatives, you by no 
means exhaust the possibilities of a situation; it means a 
greatly impoverished thinking, a diminution of your mental 
recources; it often paralyses thinking or canalizes thinking. 
Look at the college debate: Resolved, that so and so be done. 
That gives us at once a Yes or No question; we will do it or 
we won’t do it. That is fatal to the best thinking. There are 
almost always more than two alternatives in a situation, and 
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our job is to analyse the situation carefully enough for as 
many as possible to appear. 

A Yes or No question is in itself a pre-judgment. Let me 
give an illustration. An association took up the question of 
taking part in Defence Day. Many thought they should show 
their patriotism, their willingness to serve their country. On 
the other hand, there were those opposed to all military 
demonstration; the pacifists wanted to commit the associa¬ 
tion definitely to an attitude of noncompliance. The question 
was put: Shall we co-operate or not?—a Yes or No question. 
But there might have been considered other alternatives: the 
possibility of hostile demonstration, the possibility of co¬ 
operating perfunctorily, registering reservations, or there 
might have been an integration. Between the men who like 
war and those who say, “You will never again see me in 
khaki,” there are those who will do everything in their power 
to prevent war before they put on khaki. This association 
might therefore have agreed to try to influence public 
opinion by some demonstration against war, at the same 
time deciding to co-operate in the Defence Day demonstra¬ 
tion, assuming that if war should come they would take 
part. 

If you will look back over your experience on any com¬ 
mittee, I think you will find that it is the for-or-against 
attitude which makes conflict, that when you put up an 
executive policy in the form of, Shall this be done or not 
done? you often find you have a fight on your hands. If we 
look upon conference as not primarily for voting, but for 
deliberation, discussion, the pooling of knowledge, judgment, 
and purposes, then the rule should be: Look for all the factors 
in the situation; guide your conference or committee so that 
two alternatives do not present themselves in the early stages 
of discussion; curb those who wish to vote the moment two 
clear-cut alternatives appear from out the discussion. Some 
people seem to think that discussion is merely to sharp-cut 
the issue, and that when that is done we are then ready to 
vote. Not at all. Postpone facing alternatives until more than 
two are brought out. If two are proposed prematurely, break 
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them up, add others, and then the final alignment may be 
different from the first. 

In short, we do not get full participation unless we avoid 
either-or situations. Suppose our competitors have cut the 
price of some article. If we ask in our executive committee 
meeting whether or not we shall cut under our competitors, 
we thereby create an either-or situation with all its handi¬ 
caps, instead of trying to get from our executives some think¬ 
ing on how to meet the situation in some other way, which 
is, of course, what we really wish, as that kind of competition 
has an obvious limit. 

Rules for Guidance in Assuring Participation 

We are asking ourselves if we can formulate any rules to 
guide us in this matter of participation, which we are taking 
to mean two things: the contribution of each individual and 
the co-ordination of such contributions. For co-ordination 
we need understanding and for understanding we need open¬ 
ness and explicitness. In the case of conflict, openness is 
absolutely necessary, for you cannot integrate differences 
until you know what they are. “Cards on the table” has 
become almost you might say the slogan of the impartial 
chairmen in the clothing industry. I think the success of these 
men is partly due to their refusal to take part in union 
politics and their insistence on having all the facts in the case 
laid before them. 

Indeed, secrecy is being attacked from many quarters. 
What is called open business is advocated by many. Mr. 
John A. Cole, of the Lord Electric Company, says, in his 
paper on the National Agreement: “No association of 
capital or labour should be afraid to allow the other party 
to know the nature of the business transacted at its meetings. 

. . . The principle of having a union represented at our busi¬ 
ness meetings was tried out locally with most gratifying 
results.” 

Mr. Seebohm Rowntree, head of the Cocoa Works at 
York, gives a talk three times a year to representatives from 
the entire works, in which he lays before them the exact 
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condition of the company. I was very fortunate in being in 
York on the day when Mr. Rowntree made one of these 
reports. It was one of the best speeches I ever heard, and 
it seemed to me that it must have a large influence in inspir¬ 
ing confidence, in arousing effort, in providing that invalu¬ 
able incentive of understanding and also the feeling of being 
part of a group purpose. 4 

I said that there were two elements in understanding, 
openness and explicitness. I mean by the latter that we have 
to find out what we really want, ourselves and others, for you 
can seldom tell by the general phrases people use. Let me 
illustrate. We may say that a man “is taking a drink.” Now 
of course a man is never “taking a drink.” He is: 

i. Quenching thirst. 

а. Being sociable. 

3. Drowning trouble. 

4. Stimulating himself. 

5. Acting from habit. 

б. Defying the amendment, asserting his individual rights. 

You see how inadequate it is to say that a man is taking 
a drink. He may be doing any one of these, or two or three 
combined, or all of them combined. We cannot understand 
our own desires or those of others unless we have taken the 
blanket expression which we customarily use for them and 
tried to find out what it means, unless we have broken our 
desires up into their parts and seen the relation of these parts 
to one another; for the essential nature of a unity is the 
relation of its parts, as I tried to make clear in the preceding 
paper. 

I have said that participation rests on two foundation 
stones—understanding and co-ordination. The most im¬ 
portant thing to learn about co-ordination is that it must 
begin at the bottom, not at the top. I think the success of the 
Baltimore and Ohio plan depends largely on the fact that 

4 1 do not mean to imply that the advantage of openness in business has 
been recognized by more than a few, or that those few have carried it far even 
theoretically. Giving cost information to workers, for instance, has hardly been 
more than suggested. Most employers would think that impossible. (M. F. F.) 
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the joint machinery of co-operation begins at the very 
bottom. One of the fundamental differences between consent 
and participation is that consent is not part of the process, 
it comes at the end of or after the process. Participation is not 
only part of the process; it should begin with the beginning 
of the process. And let us clearly understand what we mean 
by that. It is, indeed, a commonplace that when differences 
between people grow instead of being smoothed out while 
they are in the incipient stage, reconciliation will be much 
more difficult—let your differences crystallize and you will 
probably find yourself with a fight on your hands. But while 
we all recognize that, we do not understand with equal 
clearness that any contribution I may have to make to an 
undertaking can be correlated with the contributions of the 
others more successfully if the opportunity is given early in 
the undertaking. 

We have a very hopeful sign in the management of to-day 
in the opportunity often given to labour and management 
to confer and integrate from the beginning, before sides have 
crystallized, before problems have become grievances, before 
the conference has become a fight. There is a tendency to-day 
in many plants, even where employee representation does not 
exist, and far more so where it does, for foreman and workers 
or department head and workers, to have some sort of con¬ 
sultation about everyday matters as they come up. This 
under some forms of employee representation is made a 
formal or obligatory matter. Many foremen consult with the 
employee representatives, before inaugurating any new 
practice. They thus not only often get the benefit of sugges¬ 
tions from the workers, but also they can anticipate objec¬ 
tions and avoid collective resistance. On the other side, the 
workers come to appreciate the foreman’s difficulties, the 
problems connected with the department, or often, indeed, 
problems connected with the running of the whole plant. No 
one who has watched participation in the early stages can 
doubt its advantage. 

What we want, then, is co-ordination from the bottom and 
all along the line. This is successful organization engineering. 
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We are trying to work out a system of decentralization com¬ 
bined with a satisfactory system of cross-functioning so that the 
participation I am speaking of may be a continuous process. 

The English Labour Party is, I think, making a mistake 
in asking for what they call “independent control.” It is 
true that the National Union of Railwaymen in 1917 and 
the Miners’ Federation in 1918 asked for “joint control.” 
This has been the official demand of the English Labour 
Party, but speech after speech indicates that they do not 
mean by that what we are calling this evening “joint con¬ 
trol,” for over and over again we hear the demand for 
“independent” control, “independent” power. And that 
means, exactly as the phrase implies, that labour should be 
given a certain authority in its capacity as labour, and that 
this authority should, in the later stages of management, be 
joined to the authority exercised by management. T his seems 
to me to rest on a wholly unsound principle of organization. 

Participation in the early stages should begin even with 
the preliminary fact-finding. Mr. Laski in his last book 8 
talks about “independent investigation,” and suggests that 
the Miners’ Federation of Great Britain should “independ¬ 
ently” study the problem of safety in mines, and he speaks 
of “the vast and unequalled body of experience” on which 
they have to draw. I want to use that body of experience, 
but in joint investigation, for it is usually too late for that 
experience to be integrated with that of the managers by 
the time the separate reports are finished. When we have 
the two finished reports of “independent” investigation, the 
stage is set for a fight—of some sort.® 

8 This is probably a reference to The Foundations of Sovereignty and Other 
Essays, Harold J. Laski, London, 1922. 

8 Cf. Creative Experience, p. i<;: “From my experience of Minimum Wage 
Boards, I see that there is possible a co-operative gathering of facts which is 
more useful to the resolution of conflict than for eachside to get them separately 
and then try to integrate them, for when each side gets them separately there is 
a tendency for each side to stick rigidly to his own particular facts. On one 
occasion when the employees were bringing figures for a certain item, that of 
clothing, in the cost-of-living budget, and the employers another set, and the 
representatives of the public still another set, a sub-committee of three was 
appointed, one from each of these groups, to collect the facts jointly. The 
figures brought in at the next meeting, thus co-operatively gathered, were 
accepted by the Board and the rest of the discussion based upon them.” 
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In America we are alive to this difficulty. In the confer¬ 
ence committees in the clothing industry a great point is 
made of the necessity of joint investigation. And Mr. Burton 7 
tells us that joint fact-finding has become a characteristic 
procedure under employee representation plans. He says: 

Joint fact-finding on a large scale has been a noteworthy 
accomplishment under the employee representation plan of the 
Pennsylvania Railroad. Agreement on facts as the basis of 
discussion is encouraged at every step. ... As originally drafted 
jointly by the management and general chairman representing 
the employees in the engine and train service, the procedure 
Outlined for referring matters beyond the official first hearing of 
the case prescribed that there be ‘a joint statement of agreed on 
facts, 1 . . . and the representation plans adopted later by other 
branches of the service in the Pennsylvania Railroad embody 
the same provision.* ‘ 

I suppose we have all seen cases where, business conditions 
being such that management considered wage reductions 
necessary, agreement on the part of the workers was obtained 
not by discussion and persuasion, but by a joint study of 
the facts underlying these business conditions. 

The time is coming, I believe, when the advantage of joint 
investigation of facts as a basis for public policy will become 
so clear that the public will insist on it. Suppose the engineers 
tending to believe in the desirability of “giant power” 
developed for public service and the engineers tending to 
look at the advantage of private utility companies should 
join in their investigations; might we not then hope to get 
a report we could trust? 

What Participation Is Not 

Let us look at some of the things participation is not. I 
mean participation as we are now defining it, not mere 
taking part, but functional relating. It is not fighting. Many 
have thought that the most we could do for the industrial 
struggle was to set a fair field for the fight. But according 

7 Employee Representation, E. R. Burton, Williams and Wilkins, Baltimore, 
1926, p. 191. 
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to the fundamental principle we are now considering, that 
would not be the most fruitful way of managing human 
relations. 

Take, again, collective bargaining, which is constantly 
being put forward as the right relation between capital and 
labour. While I think it has been a necessary step on the 
way, and while, indeed, it is to-day exactly as necessary as 
ever, while I am sure that a grave mistake has been made 
when arrangements between employers and employees have 
not given the unions the chance to use through collective 
bargaining what economic power they had, still, collective 
bargaining rests on the balance of power and results in com¬ 
promise, both of which I think we are going some time to 
outgrow. I think, indeed, that there are a good many people 
to-day who are thinking of employee representation and of 
union-management co-operation as developing in such a 
way that there will be a step beyond collective bargaining, 
are thinking of them as resting on the principle of functional 
relating. 

We have a clear recognition of this in the growing appre¬ 
ciation of the fact that labour can make constructive con¬ 
tributions to management. Mr. William H. Johnston, 
president of the International Association of Machinists, 
distinguishes between what he calls the protective and the 
constructive funcdon of the workers. Under the former, he 
lists the negotiation of wage rates and working rules and 
the prevention of injustice to workers. Of the latter, he says 
that the unions should help management in its service to 
the public. 

One of the most interesting things that happened in 
America last year was the fact that Mr. Green, president 
of the American Federation of Labour, in three public 
speeches, offered the services of the unions to help solve the 
problems of management. Indeed, we see in many places 
this change in the attitude of labour. A few years ago the 
Amalgamated saw its activity as confined to fighting the 
owners of the clothing industry, but look at some of their 
activities of recent years: they have succeeded in introduc- 
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ing employment insurance, they have financed a clothing 
factory in Russia, and they have a local bank. Mr. Burton, 
in his study of employee representation, 8 has given a good 
many interesting examples of the contributions made by 
employees in the telephone companies associated with the 
American. Telephone and Telegraph Company since the 
system of joint conferences has been introduced. 

In the Baltimore and Ohio plan the unions are recognized 
as constructive factors in railroad operation. The'plan pro¬ 
vides for continuous co-operation, not merely when a grievance 
arises or when labour wishes to make some demand on 
management, and it is understood that unions and manage¬ 
ment are to work together for improved railroad service, 
elimination of waste, and better operating efficiency; also 
for improving working conditions, stabilizing employment, 
and sharing the gains of co-operation. 

In England we have many interesting examples of con¬ 
structive contributions made by labour to management. It 
seems a pity that a man with so much influence in the 
English Labour Party as G. D. H. Cole should say: “The 
whole shop steward movement and all the movements 
associated with it are . . . forms of machinery ... to make 
[the workers’] grievances more articulate.” This is not fair 
to the shop steward movement, for I myself know shop 
stewards in England who are as capable of making contribu¬ 
tions to management as many on the managing staff of those 
firms, and are being increasingly given the opportunity to 
do so. 

Whenever, the workmen are taken into counsel, I think it 
should .be made clear to them that the aim is not merely 
industrial peace, to avoid strikes, nor to anticipate the union 
organizer, that is, to create some internal machinery which 
will make union affiliation seem unnecessary; that it is not 
merely to adjust petty grievances more expeditiously, nor is 
it merely a sop, or a way to get the managerial policy across, 
or even to provide a better field for collective bargaining, 
and certainly not a matter of altruism; but that it is in order 
8 Op, tit, See p. 225. 

227 



DYNAMIC ADMINISTRATION 

to get every bit of knowledge and experience the man in 
daily touch with the processes and details of the business 
has gained. A workman said to me, “The directors want to 
satisfy us as far as they can on a sound business basis.” He 
thought that he was praising his directors, but this, of course, 
should not be the aim of the directors, merely to “satisfy,” 
and that should be made clear to every employee. The 
success and progress of any business will depend largely on 
its ability to get his fullest contribution from every man in 
office or factory, store or bank. 

Summary 

In summary and in conclusion, there are three chief prob¬ 
lems of organization engineering: how to educate and train 
the members of an organization so that each can give the 
most he is capable of; secondly, how to give to each the 
fullest opportunity for contribution; thirdly, how to unify the 
various contributions, that is, the problem of co-ordination, 
confessedly the crux of business organization. 

I should like to quote Mr. Dennison on all these points. 
In regard to the first he says: 

“We should analyse our material—men and women—to dis¬ 
cover their deeper and their more superficial characteristics and, 
while making the most of what they are, we should try to find 
ways to develop them into still higher units of service.” 

In regard to my second point he says: 

“The managing ability of all employees is a great untapped 
source of social wealth. For, based upon order-giving, our 
organizing so far has been planned to do without and to sup¬ 
press the managing possibilities which lie in small degree in each 
of large numbers of men.” 

In regard to my third point he says: 

“Organization as an engineering project will plan so as to 
arrange the influences about its members that every possible bit 
of their abilities shall be brought out and aligned into the main 
direction of effort of the whole organization.” 
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That last phrase is what this whole paper has been written 
to show. If we have got beyond mere consent, so also we 
have got beyond mere participation. Our contribution is 
of no value unless it is effectively related to the contributions 
of all the others concerned. This is a problem which needs 
the best efforts of our best organization engineers. For the 
will to integrate, as it has been called, is not enough. 
Integrative unity willed with ardour will not unfold itself 
before our eyes. By willing ends we *do not automatically 
will means. The success of organization engineering depends 
on its treatment cf the problem of participation, of func¬ 
tional relating. To draw out the capacities of all and then 
to fit these together is our problem. 

Have we stated our problem in accordance with the 
fundamental principles we considered in the preceding 
paper? I believe we have, for those principles were evoking, 
what we are calling here drawing out the capacities of all; 
secondly, reciprocal interacting and integrating, what we 
are calling here co-ordinating; and finally, emerging, which, 
translated as business progress, is the aim of organization 
engineering. 
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THE PSYCHOLOGY OF CONCILIATION AND 
ARBITRATION 1 

I think we should decide at the outset what, in a general 
way, we are going to make the term “conciliation” cover, 
since there is some difference of opinion about this. Many 
include employee representation, joint committees, and one 
man goes so far as to include the plant magazine, since, he 
says, its object is conciliation. It seems to me best, however, 
merely to take that machinery provided within the industry 
or by the State which is called machinery of conciliation or 
mediation. The purpose of such machinery is the settling of 
disputes, whereas many of us hope that some day employee 
representation and joint committees will have a larger 
function. Indeed, they already have in some instances. 

Distinction between Conciliation and Arbitration 

In regard to the difference between conciliation and arbi¬ 
tration, while in practice it is often difficult to draw the line, 
in theory the two are wholly different. The principle of 
arbitration is that of an adjudicated dispute; the arbitrator, 
a man or a board, hears both sides and gives the decision. 
In cases of conciliation, an attempt is made to bring the 
two sides to agreement. It is encouraging that conciliation 
is pretty generally recognized to be a more satisfactory way 
of settling industrial disputes than arbitration. In many cases 
arbitration is resorted to only when conciliation fails. 

Most of our states have some conciliation or mediation 
machinery. The machinery provided by the United States 
for the settlement of industrial disputes in general is the 
Conciliation Service in the Department of Labour. From 

1 Sec note, p. 183; this paper was presented in March, 1927. 
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1921 to 19251 2,000 cases involving 2,500,000 workers were 
referred to the United States Conciliation Service, and in 
87 per cent, of the cases settlements were reached. 

In May, 1926, an act was passed in regard to the settlement 
of disputes between railroads and their employees, and here 
conciliation is to be tried first, and arbitration only if that 
does not succeed. Section 7 reads: 

“Wherever a controversy shall arise between a carrier or 
carriers and its or their employees which is not settled either in 
conference between the representatives of the parties or by the 
appropriate adjustment board or through mediation, in the 
manner provided in the preceding sections, such controversy 
may, by agreement of the parties to such controversy, be sub¬ 
mitted to the arbitration of a board of three persons. . . .” 

I quote that merely to show that arbitration is to be resorted 
to only after other measures have been tried first. 

In Germany, the arbitration decrees of 1925 seem to 
combine arbitration and conciliation, but arbitration is 
provided for only when conciliation fails. The procedure is 
as follows. First, the impartial chairman appointed by the 
Government calls a conference of the two parties and 
attempts to bring them to an agreement without calling an 
official session of the board. An agreement concluded in this 
manner is in no way different from any other voluntary 
agreement concluded by direct negotiations. Should this 
effort of the chairman fail, it becomes his duty to organize 
an arbitration board consisting of two members from each 
party and presided over by himself. This board, although 
called an arbitration board, also acts as a mediation agency, 
and only after a second effort to bring about a voluntary 
agreement between the parties has failed does the board 
make a proposition of its own. This is not, however, com¬ 
pulsory unless the parties have agreed beforehand that the 
decision shall be binding. 

In the same year, 1923, an act was passed in the Nether¬ 
lands for conciliation and arbitration of labour disputes, 
which also provides for arbitration only after mediation has 
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failed. The act provides that when a dispute occurs involving 
not less than fifty workers, the Government, on receiving 
notification from the mayor of the commune concerned, shall 
appoint a conciliator to mediate between the parties. The 
parties themselves or a trade organization may also appeal 
to the Government conciliator. If the Government conciliator 
does not succeed in settling the dispute, he may recommend 
to the parties to appeal either to a conciliation board con¬ 
stituted by him or to an arbitration board. Arbitration 
awards are binding. The law seems to have been successful in 
operation. The Government conciliators have settled many 
disputes satisfactorily. 

In England, the Conciliation Act of 1896 has been super¬ 
seded by the Industrial Court Act of 1919. This act estab¬ 
lishes a permanent state arbitration tribunal. This is a 
semi-judicial body. The procedure is one of pure arbitration; 
there is no attempt at conciliation. Three members usually 
take a case; they receive evidence from both sides and issue 
the award. 

The trade boards, on the other hand, are not arbitration 
boards. The chairman, who is always one of the three in¬ 
dependent members, is, and is said to be, a conciliator, not 
an arbitrator. They are not supposed to have, and do not 
have, the attitude that they are adjudicating a dispute. They 
consider that what they are for is to get the two sides to 
come to agreement. The Minister of Labour very kindly 
allowed me to sit in with one trade board last summer, and 
in that one the effort undoubtedly was not only to find an 
agreement which would be equally satisfactory to both sides, 
but one to which both sides had themselves contributed. 

There is other conciliation machinery provided by parlia¬ 
mentary acts, but I have spoken of that most in use. 

Advantages of Conciliation over Arbitration 

As conciliation is generally considered a better method 
than arbitration, as many industries or firms have inaugur¬ 
ated conciliation machinery, let us consider why conciliation 
is better than arbitration. First, since arbitration is often 
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thought of as a judicial process, where the arbitrator decides 
that one side is right and the other wrong, the side against 
whom the award is made will always bide its time, will 
always try to acquire power, as against the other side, so 
that it may conquer another day. No external settling of the 
conflict will be successful in the long run. 

The most usual view of arbitration, however, is not that 
an arbitrary decision is given for one side or the other. It is 
generally taken for granted that an arbitration decision will 
be a compromise. But more and more people are coming to 
agree that compromise is not the best way of settling disputes. 
Someone in England said to me: “The principle of arbitra¬ 
tion is to split the difference, and that makes both sides 
suspicious. It is too easy. They feel no confidence that a well- 
grounded decision has been arrived at.” In an article in an 
American magazine I find the same view expressed: “Arbi¬ 
tration is not fair because the decision is usually a com¬ 
promise decision.” Another American writer says that 
arbitration does not establish justice because third parties, 
not being so well informed on the matters under dispute, 
adopt the method of splitting the difference. 

But if the charge of compromise can be brought against 
arbitration, it can be brought against conciliation, too. There 
is, however, an essential difference between the compromise 
of arbitration and the compromise of conciliation: in the one 
case you have an adjudicated compromise; in the other, an 
internally adjusted compromise, a compromise to which both 
parties agree, to which both parties have perhaps contributed. 
But whenever I seem to draw the line sharply like this, please 
remember that these two are always shading into each other. 
Many a so-called arbitrator sees that there is something 
better than compromise; many a conciliator has never 
thought of anything beyond. 

Another objection to arbitration, and one strongly voiced 
by the unions, is that it does away with negotiation, deprives 
the workers of part of their bargaining power. The new 
arbitration machinery in Germany has been severely 
criticized by the trade unions on this ground, that the 
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strong trade unions are hampered by State intervention in 
their exercise of collective bargaining. Yet it seems to me that 
arbitration often, or perhaps usually, takes into considera¬ 
tion the strength of both sides. A case occurred in the 
Pennsylvania Railroad about two years ago where it was 
pretty evident, during arbitration on a question of wages 
for a certain class of employees, that what they obtained by 
arbitration was due to the fact that they were strong enough 
to enforce a wage increase without the arbitration board. 
In a dispute in Germany I saw a similar instance of the 
award following the strength of the union, only in this case 
the union was not strong and the award was not favourable 
to labour. One of the trade-union representatives accused 
the government official conducting the case of partiality. He 
replied: “Are your unions strong enough to propose better 
wages than I propose?” 

After the Canadian Act for investigation and conciliation 
in industrial disputes had been in existence for some years, 
I was rather amused one day, in reading the testimony of a 
large executive in its favour, at the grounds upon which he 
based his opinion. He said: “The act gives us time to con¬ 
sider the condition of the labour market, and to find out 
whether, if the men strike, they will win. That’s the beauty 
of the act.” 

It is my opinion, founded on my observation of industrial 
disputes, that whether we have an arbitration board or a 
mediator, or whatever the machinery is for settling disputes, 
the balance of economic power of the moment has a great 
deal to do with the decision. 2 But at the same time it is also 
my opinion, and I have been confirmed in this by one of our 
most successful mediators, that the effort on each side to 
get its own way through the use of its economic power has 
decreased in some industries where the confidence between 

2 Cf. Creative Experience, p. 175: "When the arbitrator of industrial disputes 
tells you that the first thing to be done is to find out what both sides repre¬ 
sented at the conference wSl accept, it is wise to see just what that means. It 
means that integration occurs in the sphere of activities rather than of ideas. 
Business men try to malce agreements court-proof, but a finesse in wording 
your agreement is not what nails it down as an agreement. Unless it is heartily 
ratified by both sides, it seldom lasts.” 
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employers and employees has been gaining ground. There 
seems to be an ever-increasing wish to settle a dispute— 
some say “fairly”; Professor Ripley says according to 
“logic”; I should say by an attempt to integrate the desires 
of both sides. 

Ramsey Muir, Editor of the Weekly Westminster, says: 
“What is breaking down in industry is what has already 
broken down in international relations ... the system of. . . 
the balance of power.” At the same time, arbitrators in 
industrial disputes tell me, “It always comes down to one 
thing, the balance of power.” Both are right, of course. 
The balance of economic power at the moment is the 
chief factor in settling most industrial disputes. But Mr. 
Muir is also right, for there are many signs that this is 
changing. 

The chief objection to arbitration is that while arbitration 
boards hear the evidence from both sides, arbitration pure 
and simple does not allow for a process of interchange of 
ideas between the two sides which may lead to modifications 
and changes on the part of both sides. Hence people come to 
it in the wrong attitude. If the award is to be given to one 
side or the other, or even if a compromise is expected, the 
members on each side have to make out a case for their side. 
They do not come in the attitude that the other party may 
have something to say that is worth hearing. In a conference 
where conciliation is the object, you can actually watch 
(you must often have done so) the changes going on in the 
minds of those present while the conference proceeds. You 
must have seen an interpenetrating of ideas. A Canadian 
who had watched the administration of the Investigation 
and Conciliation Act already referred to said: “The most 
obvious virtue of the act . . . lies in bringing the parties 
together . . . where a free and frank discussion of the differ¬ 
ences may take place and the dispute may be threshed 
out.” 

I was interested in England to hear one man, who com¬ 
plained of the industrial court which I mentioned above, 
say he did not consider that it followed the proper procedure 
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because “the parties never get in touch with each other in 
the industrial court.” Another man, a chairman of one of the 
trade boards, said to me: “If one side is standing out for 
sixpence an hour and the other for a shilling an hour, it is 
of no use to decide on ninepence; you have got to carry the 
members with you.” This was a pronouncement against 
compromise and also a recognition that the parties must 
themselves take part in the adjustment, that it cannot 
satisfactorily be made for them. In pure arbitration the 
only task recognized is that of deciding between, not of 
bringing the two parties together. The conciliator or mediator, 
on the other hand, tries to energize the two parties to the 
controversy to reach their own decision. Unless both sides 
are satisfied, the struggle will go on, underneath if not 
openly. We see again and again that unless an agreement is 
heartily ratified by both sides, it seldom lasts. Business men, 
of course, always try to make their agreements court-proof, 
and yet we know that it is not our subtlety in wording our 
agreement which nails it down as an agreement. 

I have spoken of the prime necessity of bringing the 
parties together. A mediator may recognize this necessity 
and yet be thwarted by the parties objecting to the meeting! 
He then has to exercise some ingenuity. A strike in Boston 
occurred a few years ago where feeling ran so high that the 
two parties refused to meet each other. Three connecting 
rooms were taken at an hotel. The representatives of the 
manufacturers occupied one room with one mediator, the 
representatives of the workers another room with the other 
mediator, and the middle room was kept for consultation 
between the mediators, who ran backwards and forwards 
making explanations, clearing up misunderstandings. The 
case was settled before the conference broke up, and 
certainly in that case the credit was given to the mediators. 
I shall touch on this again, that is, on the influence mediators 
may exert, when we consider leadership. The subject of this 
conference merges into the next, for nowhere have we better 
examples of leadership in the best sense of the word than we 
have had in the case of certain mediators who led the two 
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parties to make their own decisions while encouraging and 
directing that process. 

In speaking of the difference between arbitration and 
conciliation, I have used the expression “pure arbitration.” 
I have had to do that because we have so many different 
methods followed in arbitration. It all depends on the ma n 
in charge. Mr. William M. Leiserson, while with the clothing 
industry in Rochester, called himself an industrial judge, as 
I think most of the impartial chairmen in the clothing 
industry do. In the fur industry, the conference committee is 
even called an industrial court. The chairman of this com¬ 
mittee told me that the reason the impartial chairmen in the 
clothing industry were looked upon as judges was that the 
men and women in the clothing industry were Jews and 
that the Jews had always held judges in high esteem; they 
looked up to them as above kings. He said: “You remember 
all that, of course, from the Book of Judges in the Bible.” I 
am afraid I have forgotten the Book of Judges, but I thinlf 
this an interesting point. 

Nevertheless, I think both this chairman and Mr. Leiserson 
—and this could probably be said of most of the impartial 
chairmen in the clothing industry—act as judges and 
conciliators and educators. They try to bring the parties 
themselves into agreement, an agreement based on an 
enlarged understanding of each other and of the whole 
situation. 

Again, I think the success of Professor Ripley, while official 
arbitrator during the War for the Adjustment Commission 
of the Shipping Board, was due largely to the fact that he was 
alive to the limitations of arbitration and compromise. He 
had often, to be sure, to make compromise decisions, but 
what he always tried for was the integration of the two sides. 
Indeed, in regard to one case, he stated: “My final decision 
was midway, but mind you—and this is the point—it was 
not a compromise; it was sheer logic.” 

Mr. D. L. Hoopingarner, in an article on “Arbitration” in 
the Harvard Business Review of April, 1926, states: “There are 
concrete evidences that co-operative control and joint 
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relations on the basis of common conference are coming 
more and more to be recognized as the most successful 
methods and coming to play a greater and greater part in 
arbitration itself. . . 

I think we may say that the most successful arbitrator 
is one who does not “arbitrate," but who gets the parties 
in the controversy face to face and helps them to work out 
the decision for themselves, helps them to larger under¬ 
standings, to reciprocal modifyings and adjustments. 

Probably one of the reasons that arbitration has been 
accepted is that as a judicial process it is one we have long 
been accustomed to in the courts; but we should be careful 
not to follow too closely a judicial precedent from which the 
courts themselves have begun to move away. It is noteworthy 
that in legal procedure to-day, the purely judicial process is 
giving way in two directions. First, there is a tendency now 
to try to get people to make their own adjustments to each 
other, as in the conciliation courts. Secondly, there is an 
attempt, instead of pronouncing judgment on the individual, 
to direct his activities so that he shall find a more successful 
way of living. We have the probation system, the indeter¬ 
minate sentence, the juvenile courts. Here is a recognition, 
conscious or unconscious, that men are changed by what 
they do. 

The search in the settling of disputes should always be 
for the best future activities of the parties concerned. This 
very fundamental psychological principle is accepted by 
most conciliators. An impartial chairman in the clothing 
industry said to me: “The courts are concerned with what 
has happened; our problem is always what is going to happen 
afterwards.” Another man said to me, “Arbitration looks 
to the past, conciliation to the future.” 

If I have seemed to speak against arbitration as a method 
of settling industrial disputes, it must be understood that I 
believe in it unless a better way can be made to work, 
as I am entirely in favour of it for international disputes— 
until we find a better way. 
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The Importance oj Determining “ What is Right"—Getting an 

Integration 

There is one thing that we often have to face in disc ussin g 
the ways of settling disputes, and that is the wish of many, 
not merely for a settlement, but for some pronouncement as 
to what is “right” and what is “wrong.” Mr. Leiserson gives 
an instance where the unions had questioned a discharge. 
He decided that the man should be re-employed, but without 
pay for lost time, and that he should be put into another 
shop. The man violently objected to this decision. He said: 
“What I want to know is, am I right or wrong? If right, I 
should be reinstated with pay. If wrong, I should be 
discharged.” 

Another instance of the demand for what is right was 
given me in England by the Secretary of the Trade Boards. 
In a certain trade board the proposals in regard to wages 
were getting nearer and nearer until they were only a penny 
apart. The chairman of the board, a Scotsman, went to the 
secretary and said: “I don’t think you need worry; the two 
sides seem to be going to settle it.” “But,” said the Scotsman, 
“suppose they do agree on a figure; it won’t necessarily be 
the right figure. You English care about nothing but 
compromise; we care about what is right. You English care 
for nothing but coming to agreement.” And the secretary 
telling me this story added: “It is always so with the Scots. 
They fight for a principle; they will not give way. The 
Scotsman will die for a principle.” This, coming from an 
Englishman, interested me, and I could not quite make out 
whether it was said in praise or as a reproach. But I should 
have said to the Scotsman: That is exactly what we are 
after, to find what is right; but we have to consider what 
the employees think right and what the employers think 
right. 

This same disregard of the difficulty of discovering what 
is right is found in those writers who say that questions of 
fact can be decided by arbitration, but that other questions 
must be mediated. This position was taken some years ago 
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in an article in the Taylor Society Bulletin. The writer said: 
“As to conditions of work, experience so far tends to show 
that all questions are arbitrable; namely, they are capable 
of being decided by an impartial third party on the basis of 
the facts presented. Questions of p xy, on the other hand, are 
still so unsupported by scientific, basic facts as to be a matter 
of conciliation rather than of arbitration.’' I do not agree 
with this because the interpretation of facts, the relation of 
facts, still leave room for legitimate disagreement. 

It seems to me that it does not make any difference 
whether we talk of arbitration or conciliation or of an 
impartial chairman or mediator or industrial relations 
expert; the most satisfactory way of settling disputes is to get 
as near an integration as possible. I will give two illustrations 
of integration in a wage dispute, one in England, one in 
America. 

The workers on a trade board demanded is. 6 d. an hour. 
The employers said that they would give only ir. Neither 
side would move. But one of the independent members said 
to the workers outside (the discussion had assumed that they 
were talking about the twenty-one-year age): “Would you 
agree that this one-and-six which you are holding out for 
should not apply until the twenty-five-year age?” They said 
they would. (It was, in fact, more complicated than this; the 
proposal was that there should be different figures for the 
different ages between twenty-one and twenty-five.) Now 
this was nearer an integration than a compromise. The 
is. 6 d. against the is. created what we have called an either- 
or situation. Nothing could be done as long as they stayed 
within that situation. Only when someone thought of a way 
which included the essential desires of both sides could 
agreement be reached. 

I take my American example from one of the cases settled 
by the National Adjustment Commission during the War. 
The case had to do with the right of the Steamship Pier 
Office Employees’ Association, affiliated with the Interna¬ 
tional Longshoremen, to recognition by the steamship 
operators. The employers contended that these men so 
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directly represented them, especially through their super¬ 
vision over the manual labourers handling freight, that they 
refused to recognize the union. The men insisted on their 
right of collective bargaining. The arbitrator considered that 
the employers were right in regard to the men at the top of 
this class, but that the rank and file did not thus “represent’’ 
the employers. This decision was not a compromise, for it 
fully satisfied both sides. It supported the employers’ 
contention of freedom from union domination for their 
representatives, and at the same time left to the large 
maj ority in that class the protection of the union, which they 
badly needed. 

I have said that integration is the best way of settling 
controversy, and perhaps that implies that the chief qualifica¬ 
tion of arbitrator and conciliator should be that he himself 
be able to find an integration, usually a pretty difficult task. 
Probably the main reason why we do not have more integra¬ 
tion is that it requires much more thinking on the part of 
arbitrator or mediator. You remember, perhaps, the care¬ 
less newspaper reporter who spoke of Mr. Brown’s job of 
“meditation.” Putting that one extra letter in “mediation” 
got him pretty near the truth of the matter. Moreover, be¬ 
sides finding the integration, the conciliator has to see just 
the right moment in the proceedings to propose it. He can 
sometimes do even better than this and lead the parties 
themselves to see and suggest it. All mediators tell us that 
the best way to bring two parties together is by informal 
preliminary conferences with both sides. I have seen this 
myself in thecase of Minimum Wage Boards on which I have 
sat in Massachusetts. It was very marked in the Nash- 
Hillman controversy. 8 Unless those chiefly instrumental in 
settling that dispute had conferred many times with each 
side separately, it is doubtful whether the final joint con¬ 
ferences would have been successful. 

All the mediators with whom I have talked personally, 
and the shop stewards, too, have told me that their chief 
difficulty is in finding the solution which seems just to both 
8 Seepp. x 79-8 i. 
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sides and at the same time gives those representing the 
workers a chance to go back and make their constituents 
feel they have won something for them. One of the ablest 
industrial relations counsellors I saw in England told me 
that he had to exercise more ingenuity in this than in any 
other part of his job. This opens up a number of problems 
for us. 

I should like to try to express the job of the mediator in 
the terms of our discussion of “The Psychology of Control,” 
when we were trying to lay the foundations for these three 
remaining talks. I want to see whether we can apply our 
idea of control as resting on integrative unities to the subject 
we are discussing. In my talk with mediators I have often 
noticed that that is exactly their aim, to create a unity of 
the demands of workers and employers. 

A mediator from the West, I suppose one of the ablest in 
the United States, described his methods to me in this way. 
He said: “Suppose A, B, C, and D to represent the demands 
of the workers. First of all, I find out the weight they give 
to each. Perhaps I find that they will go to the stake for A 
and B, but that they do not care so much for C. Then I 
examine the demands of the employers as expressed by A, 
B, C, and D. Perhaps I find here that C is the point upon 
which they are determined never to give way.” And he 
added: “Over and over again, I find that what the employer 
will fight the hardest for is not what the workers are willing 
to go to the last ditch for. I thus am able by this analysis to 
unite A, B, G, and D differently from the way they were 
united by either workers or employers.” What is this but 
stating, in the terms we used previously, that he succeeds 
in making a different total desire on each side by changing 
the relation existing between the constituents of these total 
desires, or rather, by showing what the relation really is, by 
showing that a different pattern or configuration is made 
by this different emphasis of values? And what is this but 
leading the way to the next step, the changing of the united 
desires of employers and employees, here again a new 
pattern, an emergent value? This is better than arbitration. 
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arbitration in its strictest sense, because arbitration decides 
between values; it is not creative of new values. 

Another mediator expressed what I think is essentially the 
same idea in this way: “The two parties come together. 
There comes a moment in the negotiations when a new 
relationship between them is born. I am the midwife to 
that birth.” 

The Minister of Labour told me in September, when I 
was in England, that a very interesting conciliation process 
was going on in the shipbuilding industry, and he offered 
to give me the opportunity of learning about it. I am going 
to describe that case very briefly to you, as it illustrates an 
important point and one I have not yet touched on in this 
paper. 

Early in 1925, a contract for five large motor boats was 
placed with a German firm. This was a big blow to the 
British firms. On their own initiative, therefore, they sug¬ 
gested to the unions that they should have a joint conference 
in order to discuss the whole situation. At the first meeting, 
employers and unions agreed on a joint inquiry into the 
position of the industry with special regard to the ability 
to meet foreign competition. They split the inquiry into two 
sections: costs within the control of the industry and costs 
outside. 

The first thing they considered under the first section was 
hours, wages, and conditions of work in England and 
abroad. They found that some of the Continental countries, 
while having nominally a forty-eight-hour week, in a 
number of instances had it extended to fifty-four. Their con¬ 
clusion on this point was to approach the Government to 
see whether they could get hours on the Continent shortened 
to compare with the forty-seven hours in England. They 
probably had in mind some sort of a convention through 
the International Labour Office. On the subject of wages, 
they came to no definite conclusions; they merely gave 
comparisons. 

They did come to conclusions on the questions of inter¬ 
changeability and demarcation, and it is chiefly because of 
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these conclusions that I am giving some account of this case. 
The lines of demarcation are rigidly drawn. The craft 
unions have allocated to themselves certain branches in the 
trade and do not like to see others encroach on their pre¬ 
serves. But in shipbuilding much can be done by more than 
one craft. Some things can be done equally well by joiners 
and by shipwrights. Some of the work which the boiler 
makers do can be done by the shipwrights. Some of the 
work of engineers and plumbers is interchangeable. Ques¬ 
tions are always arising on demarcation. 

The committee considered this question and came to three 
conclusions. 

First, the custom has been that if one class starts a piece 
of work, that class should finish it. They came to the con¬ 
clusion that another class capable of doing it might finish 
it if conditions made that seem desirable. 

Secondly, there are the cases where the work may not 
distinctively belong to any one class, but by custom is per¬ 
formed in one yard by one class, in another by another. The 
committee came to the conclusion that if it was a case of 
work not belonging distinctively to any one class, any one 
competent should be allowed to do it. 

Thirdly, they came to the conclusion that when there is 
a definite shortage of craftsmen in any one class, men in 
another class capable of doing the work should be allowed 
to do it. This referred mainly to joiners and shipwrights 
because there was a shortage of joiners, and shipwrights are 
of course capable of doing their work. 

The second part of the inquiry was concerned with costs 
outside the industry. 

First, considering some charges higher than they should 
be, they recommended that the Board of Trade should be 
asked to investigate rings and price-fixing associations. 

Then the question of local rates came up. The shipbuild¬ 
ing centres have been hit hard and poor relief has gone up. 
Poor relief is a charge on the district, so the industry gets 
hit in this way. 

They next considered the social services: health insurance, 
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employment insurance, the new Pension Act. Quotations 
were given as to the contributions made by employers, 
employees, and the State respectively, and it was found that 
the State pays less than the industry. The conclusion they 
came to on this point was that it would be a more equitable 
distribution if the State paid more than the industry. 

Then they considered cost of living, and wished the 
Government to consider whether the Food Council could 
do anything to keep prices down. 

They considered public charges,' and thought pilot 
charges, dock charges, harbour dues were rather high, and 
that the question of these charges should be taken up locally. 

Finally, they protested against the discontinuance of 
facilities under the Trade Facilities Act. By this act, firms 
can get the assistance of the Government in getting loans 
at a lower rate of interest. It was the Government’s intention 
to discontinue such assistance. Against this they protested. 

Another matter taken up was the question of some con¬ 
tinuous conciliation machinery for settling disputes. They 
came to agreement with some of the unions in regard to 
this, but not with others. 

This, in general, is the outline of the Report of the Joint 
Committee. They had, as a matter of fact, come to feel, 
through their investigations abroad, that the German firm 
had not given an economic price for the contract, and that 
was confirmed by certain financial troubles which the firm 
underwent later, but the fact that the English firm had lost 
these contracts still acted as a powerful incentive to a joint 
effort of employers and employees to reduce costs. 

After the report had been accepted by the joint commit¬ 
tee, each side—shipbuilding federation and trade union— 
had to consider it. The federation accepted it at once. The 
trade unions took more time about it because they had to 
refer it to all their executives. When I left England in 
October, it had been accepted with some reservations, and 
there was to be a further conference between representatives 
of the federation and representatives of the unions on 
certain questions. 
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The interesting thing to me about this case was that the 
losing of these contracts made both sides see that their 
interests were more nearly identical than they had thought. 
When they discussed costs outside the industry, both sides 
saw that they were equally affected by these. When they 
discussed hours, labour saw that the number of working 
hours in a day did not depend on the selfishness or unselfish¬ 
ness of employers, that large problems were involved in this 
question, that unless international agreements were made 
they might have to pay dearly for their forty-seven-hour 
week. Above all, in regard to interchangeability and 
demarcation labour saw that the present arrangements were 
increasing costs and that unless this matter could be put on 
a more rational basis, it might be one of the causes of their 
losing the contracts which gave them employment. It was 
the fact of actually losing large contracts which brought the 
two sides together. 

The lesson to be learned from this case in regard to the 
subject of this paper is, I think, that it is the duty of arbitra¬ 
tor or conciliator, as it is of management itself, continuously 
day by day and not merely when disputes arise, to show to 
labour the common purpose for which all are working. At 
the same time, we must bear in mind that no statement of a 
common purpose will carry conviction unless those uttering 
it have a purpose which truly includes the advantage of all, 
and unless they are sincerely working for the accomplishment 
of that purpose. Conciliation and arbitration are not merely 
temporary expedients. They give us an opportunity to justify 
that reputation for long views which Europe is attributing to 
us. A recent writer says: “Foresight is the last gift of gods 
to men.” We do not claim that gift, but we can surely 
try to base our business policies on more than the expediency 
of the moment, we can try to make every conciliation pave 
the way for a larger conception of business relationships. 
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LEADER AND EXPERT 1 

In my discussion I shall mean by leadership that shown by 
foreman, head of a department, chief executive, or that found 
in many other places. For instance, in a committee it may 
not be the one holding the highest official position who is the 
leader. 

Changes in the Conception of Leadership 
Leadership, however, is such a vast subject that I have 
limited myself to the changes in our ideas of leadership, 
which have come about in two ways: through certain changes 
in some of our fundamental conceptions of human relations, 
and also through some of the more recent developments in 
management. Take the doctrine of “the consent of the 
governed.” When that had greater sway over us than it has 
at present, the leader was the man who could persuade 
others to consent. To-day, persuasion, as mere persuasion, is 
taking a less dignified place in human relations. Now that 
we are recognizing more fully the value of the individual, 
now that management is defining more exactly the function 
of each, many are coming to regard the leader as the man 
who can energize his group, who knows how to encourage 
initiative, how to draw from all what each has to give.® 
Moreover, we have now to lay somewhat less stress than 
formerly on this matter of the leader influencing his group 
because we now think of the leader as also being influenced 
by his group. One of our chief justices said to me once that 
he considered this reciprocal relation the main characteristic 

1 This paper was given in two successive Bureau of Personnel Administration 
annual conference series (April, 1907, and November, 1927), and so appears in 
two of the resulting volumes, first as the final one of the four which Miss Follett 
gave in the series entitled Psychological Foundations qf Business Management (see 
note, p, 183) and again in Business Leadership, Henry C. Metcalf, Editor, Isaac 
Pitman & Sons, 1930. 

® Cf. The New State, Chapter XXV, "Leaders or Bosses?” 
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of leadership. I think it is one of the best examples of what 
I have elsewhere called circular response. The currents go 
both ways. The channels should be kept open for this con¬ 
tinuous flow to go on all the time. "When it gets dammed up, 
effective leadership stops. That is, we should think not 
only of what the leader does to the group, but also of what 
the group does to the leader. Any of you who have watched 
in joint committees of management and labour the influence 
which his constituents exert on the workers’ representative, 
will understand the importance of this. 

Again, our idea of power is changing. Men have long wor¬ 
shipped power; the power of arms, the power of divine right 
—of kings or priests—and then in the nineteenth century the 
power of majorities. Our conception of democracy is only 
to-day beginning to free itself from that taint. And the reason 
that it is freeing itself is that our idea of power is changing. 
Power is now beginning to be thought of by some as the 
combined capacities of a group. We get power through 
effective relations. This means that some people are begin¬ 
ning to conceive of the leader, not as the man in the group 
who is able to assert his individual will and get others to 
follow him, but as the one who knows how to relate these 
different wills so that they will have a driving force. He must 
know how to create a group power rather than to express a 
personal power. He must make the team. 

In a recent book on government this sentence occurs: 
“Men who have once tasted power will not, without conflict, 
surrender it.” But one of the most interesting things I find in 
recent business organization is that fewer officials than 
formerly—higher or lower—are “tasting power.” Of course, 
there are plenty of men who love power, who love to use 
power, but the form of organization toward which business 
is tending to-day discourages this. 

When I speak against the autocratic view of leadership, 
however, I am often met with the remark, “But men like to 
be led.” And these people have good psychological backing 
for such a statement. One psychologist speaks of the “instinct 
of submission,” another of “the psychic urge to submit to 
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authority.” But I do not agree with these psychologists; in 
fact, I do not quite know what all this means. If it means 
merely that we are all lazy, I certainly agree to that. But I 
do not see that our liking to be led constitutes any reason 
that that desire should be encouraged. You may have a 
child who prefers that you make his decisions for him, but 
the essence of parenthood, as of teaching, is that children 
should be made to take responsibility as fast as they are able 
to do so. We have all to learn to take our share of respon¬ 
sibility or get out of the game. The leader should make us 
feel our responsibility, not take it from us. Thus he gets 
men whom it is worth while to lead. 

But the time is fast disappearing when we need ask our¬ 
selves whether we believe in an “autocratic” or “democratic” 
leadership, for we are developing something that is neither, 
something that is better than either. Business men are quietly, 
without much talk of theory, working out a system of 
organization which is not democratic in our old under¬ 
standing of the word, but something better than that. It is a 
system based neither on equality nor on arbitrary authority, 
but on functional unity. I am speaking, of course, only of the 
more progressively organized plants. In these it is impossible 
in many instances to tell whether Smith or Brown is boss, 
because in some things Smith is boss over Brown and in 
some things Brown is boss over Smith. But we have not as 
yet any wholly agreed-on technique for this relation. That 
is why I think business management by far the most in¬ 
teresting human activity at present, because we are 
pioneers, because we are working out something new in 
human relationships, something that I believe goes to the 
very bottom of the whole question and is going to be of 
great value to the world. 

Let me give an example of what I mean by one man or 
department not being “over” another. I have taken it from 
a rather amusing occuirence during the War, but all of you 
who are operating under some form of functional manage¬ 
ment could give me many instances of this same kind. In the 
beginning of the War, the Quartermaster at Washington had 
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fourteen geographical divisions under him, with a quarter¬ 
master over each. Then there was set up a commodity de¬ 
partment with eleven divisions—food, fodder, leather, and so 
forth. Much confusion followed. The men at the head of the 
geographical divisions could not realize that the commodity 
department could do what it had to do—in regard to setting 
policies and standards for price, quality, and the like—with¬ 
out interfering with them. And it was equally difficult, on 
the other hand, for the commodity department to realize 
that the quartermasters at the head of the geographical 
divisions could do their job without encroaching on the 
prerogatives of the commodity department. 

The plan worked as badly as possible. At last the eleven 
heads of the commodity divisions and the fourteen heads of 
the geographical areas were brought together for discussion. 
At the end of four days nothing had been accomplished, and 
all seemed in despair that anything could be accomplished. 
At the next meeting, the chairman, the Quartermaster at 
Washington, said something like this:-“I have an agreeable 
surprise for you. You are probably thinking that we shall 
have to stay here four days more, but I am going to dismiss 
you in ten minutes. I herewith divest the fourteen and the 
eleven heads of every bit of authority and power over their 
territory and commodity except what they can peacefully 
enforce. When you bring me a dispute to settle, I shan’t do 
what you will expect me to do, I shan’t decide who is right 
and who is wrong. I shall decide who is pig-headed and I 
shall fire him.” 

I am told that this worked like a charm. This was forcible 
integration, and it was evidently accomplished by a man 
with some power of leadership; but the reason I am telling 
this story is that it illustrates one of my main theses in regard 
to business management, namely, that when differences are 
integrated instead of each side to a dispute claiming right of 
way, that is when we have control of the situation. Perfect 
control is never got except through unity, as I tried to show 
in the first paper in this group. This was what the Quarter¬ 
master meant by saying he would fire the one that was 
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pig-headed, namely, that they must learn how to integrate 
their differences, not run to him to find out who was “right 11 
Seldom is any side right in that absolute sense. The reason 
this conference was in the end successful was that all were 
made to understand that neither commodity department nor 
geographical divisions had the chief direction; in some 
instances one was boss, in some instances the other. 

I am speaking, you will remember, of recent changes in 
our ways of thinking which affect our cpnception of leader¬ 
ship. Another change in our ideas is that connected with 
checks and balances. 

“Checks and balances” was a fundamental part of our 
thinking a hundred years ago. Whenever we gave power to 
any official, we immediately provided some check upon it. 
Some of you feel that the theory of checks and balances still 
prevails in industry. While that is true, I do not rhink it is as 
universal as formerly. I was talking with a man connected 
with a bank who told me something of the machinery of his 
organization, and when he got to the subject of loans he 
mentioned the different officials who had to pass on the 
larger loans and he said, “This is in order to get their com¬ 
bined judgment.” I felt sure that a few years ago he would 
have said that several men passed on large loans in order to 
be a check on one another. To-day, however, it seems to me 
that the tendency is not to check leadership, but to encourage 
a multiple leadership. 

And please remember that in all this I am talking merely 
of tendencies, of certain trends, of occasional signs, which 
seem to me significant. It is a difficult moment to give a talk 
on leadership, because we are in a transition stage in our 
thinking on that subject. I say I am talking merely of 
tendencies, but I could give you a number of instances where 
I think this is going on, plants where they are deliberately 
trying to develop leaders for the sake of combining their 
powers, not so that they shall be a check on each other. 

But at a meeting of the American Management Associa¬ 
tion, one of the speakers spoke of the three departments in 
the insurance business—selling, claims, and underwriting— 


251 



DYNAMIC ADMINISTRATION 


and said that they were checks upon one another. As we 
see this same idea expressed again and again in many places, 

I am not asserting that we have got rid of it. I say merely 
that I see signs of a change, and I think that change will be 
still another step toward that unity which many of us think 
the chief essential to business success. 

Very closely connected with this matter of checks and 
balances is the change in our attitude toward the veto. Few 
executives use it as it was once used. An editorial in the 
Taylor Society Bulletin says: “The general manager’s first 
reaction to red-ink balances was to cut expenses right and 
left—sometimes ruthlessly and unwisely. . . . Now he spends 
hours with department heads sharing with each the respon¬ 
sibility for policies and plans, and bringing them together 
in new co-operative effort.” 

Another idea that is changing is that the leader must be 
one who can make quick decisions. The leader to-day is 
often one who thinks out his decisions very slowly. More¬ 
over, as Mr. Dennison says, “In the steady running of an 
organization, the frequent need of great speed of decision is 
a symptom of lack of sufficient advance thinking.” 

Again, the idea of leadership itself is changing. The 
leaders of the trade-union movement were formerly men of 
aggressive personality, those who could put up the best fight 
with employers, those who could build up the best defence 
organization. That is not so true to-day as it was even a 
few years ago. I noticed that very much in England last 
summer. Aggressive as some of their leaders to be sure are, 
many, particularly some of the shop stewards, are gaining 
their power in their own ranks through their constructive 
ability, through their ability to solve problems rather than 
merely to fight. 

We' find the different conceptions of leadership reflected 
often in definitions of management. In an article in a busi¬ 
ness magazine I saw it stated that management is the way 
you manage an unruly horse. Another writer says that the 
leader is he who can drive a team. Others say that managing 
is manipulating men. This is not the way I am defining 
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management or leadership to you. Some years ago, about 
ten I think, I went to the president of an industrial concern 
and asked him if I could make some visits to his plant, telling 
him that my object was to make some studies in group 
action. You can imagine that I had not expressed myself 
well when he replied: “You go ahead, you can have all the 
facilities you want in my place. You teach me how to 
manipulate groups and I’m in your debt.” But that was not 
to be the object of my study—to learn how to “manipulate” 
groups. And I do not think that this conception can last 
long now that everyone is studying what they call applied 
psychology; for if employers can learn how to manipulate 
employees, employees can learn how to manipulate em¬ 
ployers, and where are we then? 

The Part of the Expert in Decision-Making 
A change in organization which is affecting our conception 
of leadership very fundamentally is the different attitude 
we now take toward the expert.® The expert’s information 
not only forms a large part of the executive’s decision; it is 
becoming an integral part of the decision-making machinery. 
This comes from two causes chiefly. We have experts on 
more matters, and the expert is taking a different place in 
the organization. I say we have experts on more questions. 
For instance, we used to have experts for the mechanical 
side of industry; now we have experts for the personal side 
also. If the chemist or the engineer told an executive a 
certain purely technical fact, the executive would never 
have replied, “My opinion about that is different.” All were 
aware that it was a question not of opinion, but of technical 
fact. In regard to personal questions, however, it was 
thought to be perfectly legitimate for everyone to have his 
own opinion, even on purely technical matters of measurable 
fact. That is changing to-day as we are gaining a larger 
knowledge of the sciences dealing with human beings, as we 
are becoming more willing to accept such knowledge and 
are applying it more widely. 

* Cf. Creative Experience, Chapter I, "Experience and the Expert.” 
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Then the fact that large businesses have their own experts 
inside the plant makes a different relation between expert 
and executive. It is giving us, for one thing, a different 
conception of advice. There is a change going on in this 
direction which will probably eventually give us a new 
vocabulary. We used to think that the various heads gave 
orders, that the different experts gave advice, but a new 
relation has entered in of recent years; there is something 
emerging which is neither orders nor advice. For instance, 
a staff man may be responsible for seeing that machines are 
taken care of, but the line man takes care of them. Now 
suppose the staff man tells the line man that a certain 
machine needs attention. Is that an order? No, because the 
line man does not take orders from this man. Is it advice? 
No, because one of the characteristics of advice is that it can 
be rejected, and this cannot be rejected without taking it 
higher up. To be sure, we use the word “requisition,” but 
that has not yet been defined with sufficient clearness. 

Again, I have often heard the question asked whether the 
employment manager should give advice to the line execu¬ 
tives in regard to hiring, transfers, dismissals, or whether 
he should have final authority. What is being actually 
worked out is something different from either. Most of us 
do not believe in the employment manager’s having final 
authority. Yet I cannot say, as so many do, that he is 
merely to give advice, for his opinions are being given more 
weight than mere advice in the ordinary acceptance of that 
word. 

The ordinary use of the word “advice” involves a take- 
it-or-leave-it attitude. If I should ask one of you to give me 
your advice about something in my life, we should both of 
us have a take-it-or-leave-it attitude about what you might 
say. That is, I should not feel any obligation to take your 
advice and you would not expect me to. It would be advice 
from outside, advice unrelated to the currents of my life. 
But those who give advice in business to-day are usually such 
an integral part of the organization that one cannot have 
the take-it-or-leave-it attitude toward their suggestions. It 
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seems to me that our present methods of management have 
given us new interrelations of duties and responsibilities 
which have not yet found a place in our vocabulary or in our 
philosophy of management. What we are trying to do is to 
find a method by which advice does not coerce and yet 
enters integrally into the situation. 

I read recently in a book on management: "The research 
department makes suggestions to the manufacturing depart¬ 
ment. The head of the manufacturing department has the 
right to veto these suggestions.” Well, technically he has, and 
practically he frequently does, and yet the word “veto” does 
not accurately express the relation which is being worked 
out between executive and expert. 

Moreover, the separation between advice and decision 
cannot be a rigid one, since pure information is seldom given 
by expert to executive. Most experts both interpret facts and 
relate facts, and decisions are largely determined by the 
interpretation of facts and the way in which they are related. 
While information comes to the expert as fact, it usually 
leaves him as opinion. The head of a business said to me: “I 
don’t know that we can get any pure information except 
from reports like Babson’s, and when you get opinions, that 
makes the man who gives them to a certain extent a part of 
management.” 

At the same time, it is true that most of us in this country 
want to keep distinct the executive function and the function 
of the specialist. I know a town in Massachusetts where they 
put an engineer on the Water Board, and one of the members 
of the board said to me: “Everything goes wrong; he can 
think of nothing but engineering problems.” 

On the other hand, in Germany, in the German municipal 
system, the experts, the specialists in the various branches of 
administration, have the authority. They can go ahead and 
do things. The elected council may criticize, may demand 
explanation, may in the last resort reject, but it is essentially 
the business of the specialists to say what ought to be done 
and how it should be done. 

As the relation between specialist and executive is one 
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which we are at present trying to work out, we cannot yet 
dogmatize on the subject, but I think we may say that while 
the executive should give every possible value to the infor¬ 
mation of the specialist, no executive should abdicate thinking 
on any subject because of the expert. The expert’s information 
or opinion should not be allowed automatically to become 
a decision. On the other hand, full recognition should be 
given to the part the expert plays in decision making. 

One of the speakers at an American Management Associa¬ 
tion Conference said: “The executive may get all the help 
and advice he wishes, but the responsibility for a decision 
rests with him.” While this is theoretically true, yet in 
those cases where the executive gives way to the specialist 
(you must have seen this often in committees, as I have), 
both executive and specialist feel that the specialist has a 
large share in the responsibility. (I am not, of course, speak¬ 
ing of legal accountability.) I think our problem should be 
stated in different terms: it is to find a way by which the 
specialist’s kind of knowledge and the executive’s kind of 
knowledge can be joined. I have seen it stated that the 
specialist has the knowledge and the executive the wisdom, 
but I cannot agree to that. They have different kinds of 
knowledge and experience. 

I have often spoken to you of the advantage of integration 
in settling disputes over any other method. Some of my 
hearers have thought that too Utopian a method to be worth 
trying. I should like to point out here that when there is a 
difference of opinion with an expert we take that method 
without realizing that we are doing so. Let me try to make 
this clear by a very simple illustration. An electrician comes 
to wire my house for electric lighting. I say that I want it 
done in a certain way. He says that there are mechanical 
difficulties about doing it in that way. I suggest another way. 
He says that the laws of the State in regard to fire safeguards 
do not permit that way. Then he tells me how he thinks it 
should be done. Do I accept his suggestions? No. Because I 
have a very decided objection on account of esthetic reasons 
or reasons of convenience. We continue our discussion until 
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we find a way which meets the mechanical difficulties and 
the laws of the State and at the same time satisfies me. 

Now, I believe the reason that we integrate so often with 
the expert without knowing that we are doing such a difficult 
thing as I am told integration is, is that we do not usually 
think of our relation with the expert as that of a fight. We 
expect to be able to unite a difference of opinion with the 
expert. We have gone to him for that purpose. We recognize 
that he has one kind of knowledge and we another. T his kind 
of integration we see often in committees in a plant or 
business. The president or vice-president is apt neither to 
give in to some plan presented by a specialist nor to veto it. 
They usually integrate their different kinds of knowledge, 
and this is because president and specialist seldom meet to 
fight. They meet in order to integrate and therefore they do it. 

Leadership a Problem of Relating — Organizing—Experience 

In considering the relation of executive and expert, it has 
occurred to me that perhaps we ought to make a distinction 
between leadership and decision-making. It seems to me that 
the leader has not always the largest share in decision-making, 
and yet he may not thereby be any the less the leader. 

It seems rather as if decisions in the better organized and 
more progressive industries tend to be determined largely 
by the people with the special knowledge required for the 
special problem. If the psychologist, the employment man¬ 
ager, the general manager, and the president meet to decide 
on some plan the psychologist may have for tests or training, 
the decision is likely to be made largely in accordance with 
the psychologist’s suggestions because he has the special 
knowledge on which the plan they are considering is based. 
Or in a committee of department heads and president, a 
plan of the merchandising manager may be accepted. This 
plan may be modified or changed by suggestions from the 
others, yet the decision made may be due chiefly to the 
merchandising manager. And yet I do not know that that 
necessarily makes him the leader of that group. The leader 
in both these instances may have been the chairman who 
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brought them to a mutual understanding, who showed them 
how to make the necessary reciprocal adjustments, who 
brought out unexpected strength and knowledge from the 
different members of the committee. Or it may have been 
the president who, while he had not the special knowledge 
of the psychologist or the merchandising manager, had more 
knowledge of the plant in its entirety, its policies and plans, 
and could fit all the special knowledge into a larger view of 
the whole. Or it may have been some other member of the 
committee who had pre-eminently this particular ability. 

I believe we shall soon think of the leader as one who can 
organize the experience of the group, make it all available 
and most effectively available, and thus get the full power 
of the group. It is by organizing experience that we trans¬ 
form experience into power. And that is what experience is 
for, to be made into power. 

You will have gathered by this time that my key word of 
organization is relatedness. Unrelated experience means 
partly wasted experience. For instance, society needs the 
experience of the consumers in solving some of our industrial 
problems, but we must find some way of joining it to the 
experience of producers. At present, producers and con¬ 
sumers are in separate associations. The organization of 
experience is the problem of industrial, of political, of our 
everyday life. A woman once said to me, a woman very 
well'known in this city, “The trouble with me is that I don’t 
organize my experience.” What she meant obviously was 
that having a very full life, connected with very important 
undertakings, she had a great deal of experience, but that 
she did not relate these different experiences in a way to 
get the most out of them, that she did not discriminate 
between their different values, subordinate some to others, 
see what they meant all together. This is the same with a 
group. Just exactly as my own life is more successful as I 
learn how to organize my experience, so will the group be 
more successful as it learns how to do this. And the organiza¬ 
tion of experience is the task of the leader in any business 
or industry. 
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This view of leadership is not lessening the power of the 
leader; it is vastly increasing it. Or perhaps I should say 
that a different kind of leader is developing. This is very 
markedly shown in the trade unions which are now employ¬ 
ing statisticians, accountants, expert fact-finders of all kinds. 
The leader in these trade unions is now tending to be one 
who can use these facts, who can put them all together and 
see what they amount to. We see this everywhere. The higher 
railroad officials may not understand railroad accounting, 
design of rolling stock, and assignment of rates as well as 
their expert assistants, but they know how to use this know¬ 
ledge, how to relate it, how to make a total situation, an 
integrative unity. 

In considering those changes in our thinking which are 
influencing our idea of leadership, we find there has been 
one very marked change recently. Only a short time ago 
people were telling us that leadership was an “intangible 
capacity,” also that if you were not born with this capacity, 
you could never acquire it. We are coming to think now 
that executive leadership can in part be learned. This is the 
point about leadership I like most to emphasize, for unless 
this is true, there is not much hope for men in subordinate 
positions being able to rise, and also, if it were not possible 
for men to learn to be leaders, our large, complex busi¬ 
nesses would not have much chance of success, for they 
require able leadership in many places, not merely in the 
president’s chair. 

An article in the Boston Herald gave the results of several 
interviews with business women, aimed at finding out what 
these women considered the essentials of business success. 
One of the questions asked in the interviews was whether 
they thought hard work necessary to success, and the way 
the question was put seemed to imply that perhaps a com¬ 
pelling personality was all that was necessary. Such a ques¬ 
tion must have come out of the old notion of leadership. 
I most certainly believe that many personal qualities enter 
into leadership—tenacity, steadfastness of purpose, power 
of forceful expression, depth of conviction, tactfulness. 
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steadiness in stormy periods, and so on and so on—and yet 
we must be careful of that old superstition about leadership 
which said, “Leaders are born, not made.” 

"When I say that I believe that leadership can be studied, 

I mean that it is part of the study of organization and man¬ 
agement. The leader must learn his place in the organiza¬ 
tion, his relation to all the other parts. An organization 
engineer told me that he was hired for a three months’ job 
in a business, and when he left, the head said to him: “Well, 
you’ve done this much for me, at any rate. I used to raise 
hell with everyone and now I know who to raise hell with.” 

The Main Functions of the Chief Executive 

In the light, then, of what we have thus far considered, 
what are the main functions of the chief executive? If 
functional unity is the chief task of management, if the 
organization chart provides primarily for this, still it is to 
the chief executive more than to any other one person that 
we look to make the organization chart a going affair. While 
he may have a planning department, an organizing secretary, 
an economic adviser, a psychologist, experts of many kinds, 
and his department heads, too, are of course specialists, and 
while more and more we are expecting co-ordination to take 
place below the president’s office, while we do not think 
of the president as holding together an aggregate of unco¬ 
ordinated authorities, still there is much he can do. Many a 
department head has a tendency to play a lone hand if not 
prevented. Again, he can often see that departmental or 
divisional policies do not get crystallized too quickly before 
it is discovered whether they are in accord with one another 
or with general policy. This is difficult if the plant is large, 
but the form of organization should be such as to keep this 
in view. Moreover, there are many matters which come to 
the president because of dissensions among executives. He 
should know how to integrate such differences. Also he 
should know how to give actual existence and official status 
to incipient integradon. But while one of the jobs of the 
chief executive is to resolve differences that it has not been 
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possible to integrate anywhere down the line, yet he should 
never be thought of as an umpire or arbitrator. If purchasing 
agent and production manager bring him different conclu¬ 
sions, his task is not to decide between them, but to try to 
unite the three different kinds of experience involved—that 
of purchasing agent and production manager and his own. 

One of your New York writers on management would not 
agree with me on this point. He says explicitly that the chief 
executive should act as arbitrator, .that if he did not, the 
heads of departments would settle their disputes by bargain¬ 
ing with each other. I agree with this writer that the chief 
executive should try to prevent this, but I do not think the 
method should be that of arbitration in its stricter sense of 
adjudication. He should try to find a solution which will 
include all, or as many as possible, of the different values 
involved in the varying opinions. Moreover, we should never 
forget that the chief executive does not judge from outside. 
He has to weld together the functions of critic, judge, and 
active participator. In other words, if we say that he passes 
on a situation, we must remember that he is in that situa¬ 
tion. We should be careful not to use language which puts 
him outside that process of management of which he is an 
integral part. 

The chief executive’s main job may be co-ordination, but 
you cannot integrate the parts of your business successfully 
unless you have your purpose clearly defined. The chief 
executive should be able to define the purpose of the plant 
at any one minute, or rather, the whole complex of pur¬ 
poses. He should see the relation of the immediate purpose 
to the larger purpose. He should see the relation of every 
suggestion, of every separate plan, to the general purpose of 
the company. He should, as he considers each problem 
brought to him, scrutinize the proposed solution in order to 
see if it will promote the major purposes of the company. 
Moreover, he should always be able to summarize the pur¬ 
poses of the company and say how far the company is reach¬ 
ing them and how far not. The president’s report should 
summarize present achievements and should always include 
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what is still unachieved, what all are to work for in the 
coining year. It should encourage to further endeavour and 
it should never be vague as to what that endeavour is to be 
directed toward. It should not only inspire to do, but to do 
certain things. Above all, he should make his co-workers see 
that it is not his purpose which is to be achieved, but a 
common purpose, bom of the desires and the activities of 
the group. 

The best leader does not ask people to serve him, but the 
common end. The best leader has not followers, but men 
and women working with him. When we find that the leader 
does less than order and the expert more than advise, sub¬ 
ordinates—both executives and workers—will respond differ¬ 
ently to leadership. We want to arouse not the attitudes of 
obedience, but the attitudes of co-operation, and we cannot 
do that effectively unless we are working for a common 
purpose understood and defined as such. 

I am speaking at this point of the chief executive, but 
everything I am saying applies to all leaders. And, of course, 
sub-executives should be chosen with that idea primarily in 
mind, namely, whether they have the power of leadership, 
and one of the tests of that should be whether they have the 
power of making purposes articulate. I am convinced, and I 
cannot tell you how strongly I feel this, that one could get 
much larger output from the rank and file throughout a 
factory if they had some idea of what they were working for, 
of what it was all about. If you think that the foreman is not 
the man that you could expect to be able to do this, and I 
myself should not expect it of him, then there should be 
someone in the department who could connect the Work of 
the girls or the men with the major purposes of the plant or 
the industry. They need not feel, as most of them do now, 
that they are mere bits in a huge machine. Their individual 
worth, their own wills and aims, could, I am sure, be made 
to find a place in the purposes of the industry in which they 
are working. When employers see the relation between this 
and output, then something will be done about it. 

I have not spoken of the leader’s part in the formation of 
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purpose and in the improvement of purpose, for the same 
reason that I have not allowed the word “policy” to come 
into this paper. The consideration of these subjects, involving 
the relation of the chief executive to the directors, would 
take us too far afield. 

If we find that the task of the chief executive is to articulate 
the purpose which guides the integrated unity which his 
business aims to be, if it is his task to understand everyone’s 
place in that purpose and that unity, there is another task 
which no leader ever forgets without disastrous conse¬ 
quences; namely, that each unit has to be fitted into a whole 
which is constantly changing, that is, into an evolving whole. 
In business we are always passing from one significant 
moment to another significant moment, and the leader’s 
task is pre-eminently to understand the moment of passing. 
This is why the leader’s task is so difficult, why it requires 
great qualities—the most delicate and sensitive perceptions, 
imagination and insight, and at the same time courage and 
faith. 

A business man, the president of a large company, once 
told me that I would not make a good business woman 
because I had not enough faith. He did not, of course, mean 
religious faith, he meant faith in my own purposes, that I 
wanted to safeguard myself too much, that I would trust 
only the present which I could see, not the future which I 
could not see. This was in regard to some committee work 
we were doing together. I thought then that he was wrong, 
not about me necessarily, but about the course he wanted to 
take in the matter under discussion, but I have come to think 
he was right in the matter, as I have come to understand 
the fundamental principles underlying what he was saying. 

This insight into, and faith in, the future we usually call in 
business “anticipation.” In defining anticipation in an earlier 
paper, I said that it meant far more than meeting the next 
situation; that it meant making the next situation. So the 
leader should be able to do more than predict; he should be 
able to control. The highest-grade decision does not have to 
do merely with the situation with which it is directly 
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concerned. It is always the sign of the second-rate man when 
the decision merely meets the present situation. It is the 
left-over in a decision which gives it its greatest value. It is 
the carry-over in the decision which helps develop the 
situation in the way we wish it to be developed. 

The ablest administrators do not merely draw logical 
conclusions from the array of facts of the past which their 
expert assistants bring to them; they have a vision of the 
future. To be sure, business estimates are always, or should 
be, based on the probable future conditions. Sales policy, for 
instance, is guided not only by past sales but by probable 
future sales. But the leader must see all the forward trends 
and unite them. Business is always developing. Decisions 
have to anticipate the development. You remember how 
Alice in Wonderland had to run as fast as she could to stand 
still. That is a commonplace to every business man. And it is 
up to the president to see that his executives are running as 
fast as they can. Not, you understand, working as hard as 
they can—that is taken for granted—but anticipating as far 
as they can. 

I told you in one of my papers that the English were 
calling the phrase “in the long run” an American expression. 
We should try to live up to this opinion of us, and it is to the 
chief executive especially that we have a right to look for 
our long views. Some years ago the heads of a number of 
firms in Boston met to consider all-day closing on Saturdays 
in July and August. At that time they could not agree about 
it, but a woman at the head of a string of restaurants in 
Boston described the meeting to me, and she said she could 
have told beforehand who would be in favour of the proposi¬ 
tion and who against, Those in favour would be, and were, 
she said, those who appreciate the value of the long view, 
who understand that whatever is good for the community 
is good for your business in the long run. I must add that I 
think she showed herself particularly able to do this when 
she voted in favour of all-day closing on Saturdays, for if you 
cannot buy a dress or a carpet on Saturday you will simply 
buy it on Monday and the merchants will lose nothing; but 

264 



LEADER AND EXPERT 

you cannot eat two luncheons on Monday! Therefore she 
might have thought that she stood to lose by this project if 
she had not been convinced of the soundness of the principle 
that what is good for the community is good for business 
“in the long run.” 

I am not advocating Saturday closing. I am merely saying 
that I believe that a business will not long be successful if it 
runs counter to the good of the community. I believe that 
the good of the community and the good of one’s business 
are synonymous and therefore the leader should try to 
understand what is the good of the community. 

It is pre-eminently to the chief executive, then, that we 
are to look for long views. We look to him to open up new 
paths, new opportunities for the development of individuals, 
of groups, of the whole plant. He should see not only larger 
situations, but situations of greater value to all concerned. 
This means a power of fine discrimination. “Growing with 
the business” has subtler meanings than we usually realize. 

It is obvious that the job of the chief executive is not easier 
because he has now so many “facilitating services,” his 
planning and co-ordinating departments, his many experts 
of many kinds. It is, indeed, much harder. It requires a 
higher order of intelligence and more training to be the 
head of these intricate, highly organized units. Moreover, 
we have been speaking only of the leader’s relation to the 
internal affairs of his group. We must remember that a 
group had always two aspects—its internal relations and its 
external relations. As the President of the United States is 
concerned, not only with the affairs of the nation, but has 
also to consider the relation of the United States to other 
nations, so it is with the chief executive. As he is responsible 
for those internal adjustments which make for the effective 
operation of his plant, so is he responsible for relating these 
to all the outside forces which are affecting the operation of 
the industry. I have said that we get control through unity. 
The great leader is he who so relates all the complex outer 
forces and all the complex inner forces that they work 
together effectively. 
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I have given co-ordination, definition of purpose, and 
anticipation as three of the functions of the chief executive, 
and I have said these are the functions of the leader wherever 
found, whether in the president’s chair or down the line. 
The leader may even not be the head of a department or 
division. In a committee, the man tends to lead who can see 
all round a situation, who sees it as related to certain 
purposes and policies, who sees it evolving into the next 
situation, who understands how to pass from one situation 
to another. I want to emphasize this point, that leadership 
appears in many places, because what I find in regard to 
leadership when I go into plants is so very different from 
what I usually find in speeches or articles or books on the 
subject. Forgetting the actual practice, which most of these 
speakers and writers must be more or less familiar with, 
they hark back to some preconceived idea of leadership. 

For some weeks I was allowed to sit in with the co¬ 
ordinating committee of a plant. One of the most interesting 
things about that committee was the way in which the 
leadership was sometimes with one person and sometimes 
with another. Sometimes, I think I may say usually, it was 
with the chairman, but sometimes it was with a specialist, 
and sometimes, rather often, it was with a certain man in 
that committee who seemed to have an unusual power of 
grasping the situation as a whole, and also that extra¬ 
ordinary gift of identifying the conditions which would lead 
them most effectively from that situation to the next. The 
leader of the highest order understands the evolving present, 
the present that is at the very moment in process of change. 

I am especially interested in the subject of leadership in 
connection with sub-executives, for I believe that there is 
more capacity for leadership among under-executives that is 
utilized by our present forms of organization. I believe that 
that should be one of the aims in further developments in 
organization, namely, to provide opportunities for utilizing 
more fully the capacities of under-executives, rather than 
that they should wait until they get into some higher position 
before they can use their capacities 100 per cent. 
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Summary—The Leader's Relation to the Fundamental Principles 
of Organization 

I want to suirimarize this talk by taking the principles 
which I gave you in our discussion of “Controls,” and which 
I consider the fundamental principles of organization: 
namely, evoking, interacting, integrating, and emerging] 
and ask what part the leader has in all these. 

Under evoking, we shall all agree, that it is one of the 
leader’s chief duties to draw out from each his fullest possi¬ 
bilities. The foreman should feel responsible for the education 
and training of those under him, the heads of departments 
should feel the same, and so all along up the line to the chief 
executive. In fact, several men at a meeting of the American 
Management Association voiced their conviction that 
“leader” and “teacher" are synonymous terms. If we are 
coming to think that the leader is not the boss, but the 
educator, that seems to me an indication that business think¬ 
ing is taking a long step forward. Our old idea of leadership 
was that of being able to impress oneself upon others. But 
to persuade men to follow you and to train men to work 
with you are conceptions of leadership as far apart as the 
poles. The best type of leader to-day does not want men who 
are subservient to him, those who render him a passive 
obedience. He is trying to develop men exactly the opposite 
of this, men themselves with mastery, and such men will 
give his own leadership worth and power. 

I say that it is the part of the leader to educate and train. 
He must know how to do this. He must himself understand, 
or get others who understand, the scientific methods which 
have lately been applied to production, to marketing, to 
office management, to finance, and, perhaps more important 
than all, the scientific methods which psychology is giving us 
for the understanding and controlling of human relationships. 

Our second and third principles were interacting and in¬ 
tegrating. The leader is more responsible than anyone else 
for that integrative unity which is the aim of organization. 
As our business undertakings are not only becoming vast in 
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size but also more complex in character, the success of these 
undertakings depends on their parts being so skilfully related 
one to another that they function effectively as a whole. The 
leader should be leader of a coherent group, of men who are 
finding their material welfare, their most effective expression, 
their spiritual satisfaction, through their relations to one 
another, through the functioning of the group to which they 
belong. If the old idea of leader was the man with compelling 
personality, the idea to-day is the man who is the expression 
of a harmonious and effective unity which he has helped to 
form and which he is able to make a going affair. We no 
longer think that the best leader is the greatest hustler or the 
most persuasive orator or even the best trader. The great 
leader is he who is able to integrate the experience of all and 
use it for a common purpose. All the ramifications of organi¬ 
zation are the ways he does this; they are not set up to 
provide a machinery of following. 

The fourth fundamental principle of organization which I 
gave you was what I called the emerging, because that is the 
expression so much used to-day to denote the evolving, the 
creating of new values, the forward movement. It is the 
word with most significance in modern literature. Scientists 
are using it to describe evolution—emergent evolution—and 
the business man is as interested as the scientist in the 
emerging. As a certain psychologist speaks of those moments 
in creating when evolution turns a corner, as Huxley spoke 
of the mystery moments in evolution, so the leader in business 
is one who understands the creative moment in the progress 
of business, who sees one situation melting into another and 
has learned the mastery of that moment. 

To sum up my summary: the leader releases energy, unites 
energies, and all with the object not only of carrying out a 
purpose, but of creating further and larger purposes. And I 
do not mean here by larger purposes mergers or more 
branches; I speak of larger in the qualitative rather than the 
quantitative sense. I mean purposes which will include more 
of those fundamental values for which most of us agree we 
are really living. 


268 



LEADER AND EXPERT 

I hope you do not think that I am taking a rose-coloured 
view of business. Indeed, I am not. I am perfectly aware that 
in most plants the attitude is, “I’m the boss. You do what I 
say.” But, aware as I am of that, at the same time I see signs 
of something else, and it is on these signs that I am placing 
my hopes. 

If any of you think I have under-estimated the personal side 
of leadership, let me point out that I have spoken only 
against that conception which emphasizes the dominating, 
the masterful man. There is much in what is called “the 
personal view of leadership” with which I heartily agree, 
but I began by saying that I was going to limit myself to¬ 
night to certain changes in our ideas of leadership which 
have come about through recent changes in organization and 
management. So please remember that I do not undervalue 
the personal side of leadership; indeed, there is much in this 
paper, by implication, on that side. But since business man¬ 
agement to-day depends so largely on organized control, 
what I have tried to do this evening particularly is to find 
the leader’s part in that intricate system of human relation¬ 
ships which business has now become. 

Our generation is, I think, contributing something to the 
history of thought in this matter of human relations, and it 
S ^ms to me that business men have the opportunity, and 
that some are indeed using it, to share largely in that contri¬ 
bution. Academic people may hope that what they are 
teachin g will be followed by their students, but business men 
can actually themselves put into practice certain funda¬ 
mental principles. They may be making useful products; in 
addition to that they may be helping the individuals in their 
employ to further development; but even beyond all these 
things, by helping in solving the problems of organization, 
they are helping to solve the problems of human relations, 
and that is certainly the greatest task man has been given 
on this planet. 
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SOME DISCREPANCIES IN LEADERSHIP THEORY 
AND PRACTICE 1 

The Theory of Leadership 

What is the accepted theory of leadership? In general, we 
may say that the leader is usually supposed to be one who 
has a' compelling personality, who wields a personal power, 
who constrains others to his will. 

This has been the theory of the past and is still to a large 
extent the theory of the present. Certain psychologists, in 
their wish to facilitate the discovery of leadership qualities, 
are working at tests which are expected to show what they 
call “ascendancy traits.” I think that these psychologists are 
doing valuable work and that their tests will probably 
enable them to discover those who possess ascendancy traits, 
but I do not think that these traits are the essential qualities 
of leadership. Indeed, not only do ascendancy traits not 
always indicate leadership, but, on the contrary, they often 
militate directly against leadership. I knew a boy who was 
very decidedly the boss of his gang through all his youthful 
days. That boy is now forty-five years old. He has not shown 
any ability to rise in his business or any power of leadership 
in his community, And I do not think that this is in spite of 
his “ascendancy traits,” but because of them. 

A few years ago two psychologists carried on some rather 
elaborate tests for the measurement of aggressiveness. I have 
no doubt that these tests disclosed, as the conductors of the 
experiments claim, the trait of aggressiveness, but what I 
question is their assumption that aggressiveness is necessary 

1 This paper was presented on March 8th, 1928, and reprinted from Businus 
Ludtrship. See note, p. 247, 
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to success. They define aggressiveness as abundance of self- 
assertion and pugnacity combined with a lack of fear, and 
then add: “We may say with only slight qualification that, 
other things being equal, the measure of a man’s aggressive¬ 
ness is the measure of his chance of success.” Surely this is 
an over-estimate of self-assurance, pugnacity, and lack of 
fear. 

We have just had an interesting example of leadership in 
Charles Evans Hughes’ influence at the Pan-American Con¬ 
ference. One reporter spoke of Mr. Hughes’ ability to influ¬ 
ence the Conference profoundly by quiet advice and sugges¬ 
tion, and thought this power due chiefly to his intimate 
knowledge of Latin-American affairs and of the phases of the 
continually changing situation developing in the Latin 
countries, to his large knowledge of history, and to his 
mastery of international law. Another article on the Con¬ 
ference stated: “By common consent, Mr. Hughes dominated 
every scene in which he figured importantly; not with the 
mien of superiority, but that of the friendly adviser who 
knew his law and his Latin America.” 

Consider another interesting study in leadership, that of 
Platt, famous boss of the New York Republican machine. 
The way he influenced local, state, and national politics 
throws much light on our subject. His leadership depended 
largely on his ability in organization, his cleverness in using 
people, and his power of harmonizing conflicting interests. 
His genius for political organization is shown throughout his 
career. In regard to his astuteness in using other people, we 
are told by his biographer: “Platt did not have a great deal 
of physical energy, but his chief-of-staff, Ben Odell, was 
commanding, pushing, aggressive. Platt did not understand 
the arts of publicity, but Quigg was known as an ‘accelerator 
of public opinion.’ ” As to his power of uniting contending 
men and conflicting interests, of bringing men to work 
together with a common purpose for mutual benefit, he him- 
self says in his Autobiography that his power was not possessed 
in like degree by any other politician in America. 8 
8 Har old F. Gosnell, Boss PlaU and His N$w fork Machine, p. 334. 
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Or recall the career of Mark Hanna. Enterprising, domina¬ 
ting as he was, essentially the pushing, pioneer type, yet his 
success as a business man was due chiefly to a thorough 
knowledge of every detail of his business, his success in the 
Senate as much to his fullness of understanding of the 
measures he advocated as to the confidence he inspired or 
his position in his party. As to his success as party leader, 
while many personal qualities contributed to that, and while 
it was indeed due above all to his mastery and use of machine 
politics—no one could play politics better—yet what stood 
out in any mind after reading his biography was that he had 
mastered every task he ever undertook. His biographer, 
Herbert Croly, after quoting what Bishop Potter said of 
Hanna in regard to his management of the Civic Federation 
—that he had grown up to the size of his job—adds: “That 
comment supplies the clue to all the success of his career. 
He had grown up to one job after another.” 

The courses in “applied psychology” which are now adver¬ 
tised everywhere belong really to the era of the old theory 
that one man was to impose his will on others, but the wiser 
teachers say to their students: “Don’t exploit your person¬ 
ality. Learn your job." 

I am not saying that certain personal qualities do not play 
a large part, a very large part, in leadership. I am merely 
suggesting further study of those possessed of such qualities 
in order to see whether these men or women have not also 
had an unusually large knowledge of the business in hand, 
and to consider whether history has made a wholly valid 
estimate of the balance between knowledge and “person¬ 
ality.” Take even Joan of Arc—her leadership was obviously 
and pre-eminently due to the ardour of her conviction and 
her power to make others share that conviction—yet we are 
told that no trained artillery captain could excel Joan of 
Arc in the placement of guns. 

Standard Practice versus " Orders ” 

Now let us look at business practice and see what we find 
there that is not in accord with the stereotype of leader as 
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the aggressive man carrying all before him by the sheer 
force of his personal will. We find many things. Consider 
first the matter of giving orders. The word “order” is being 
used less and less. One man told me that the word had not 
been used in his factory for twenty-two years. In scientifically 
managed plants indeed, where the right “order” is found by 
research, few orders are given in the old sense of that word, 
that of arbitrary command—we have method sheets, instruc¬ 
tion cards. What is called the “work-order” is given in some 
plants by the dispatch clerk. This makes it clear to all that 
it is an essential part of factory planning, not anything 
arbitrary on the part of the foreman. The best answer to 
the conception of an autocratic leader issuing arbitrary com¬ 
mands is to say: Look at business as it is being carried on 
to-day and watch where the orders come from. What is 
their origin? Heaven does not privately convey them to 
the top executives. They rise out of the work itself, and in 
many cases subordinates may have contributed to the 
order. 

Take the analysis of executive jobs that is being made m 
some plants. This can be done in two ways. You can get in 
an expert to do it, or you can, as they have done in some 
places, get each man to make an analysis of his own job. Out 
of that analysis, rules for the job, or orders, are formulated. 
Orders are the outcome of daily activity. Orders come from 
action, not action from orders. 

The same is true in the case of operating jobs. That is, a 
certain way of doing things has been found to be the most 
effective, and therefore that way is standardized until a 
better way is found. Hence the expression now used in many 
plants is not orders, but standard practice. Men follow 
standard practice rather than obey arbitrary commands. 

In some of the preliminary studies made to determine 
standard practice, the workers often take a part. If new 
methods are devised by the Research and Planning Depart¬ 
ments, still in many instances they are not adopted without 
a shop try-out, and the workers are sometimes given the 
chance in this shop try-out to make objections. In plants 
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where there are shop committees) explicit approval is 
obtained from the shop committees. 

But if there is in scientifically managed plants little order¬ 
giving left for the foreman in the old sense of that word, still 
the foreman is not only as important but more important 
than formerly, not only is he not less of a leader, but he has 
more opportunities for leadership in the meaning which is 
now coming to be accepted by many for that word. This is 
because his time is freed for more constructive work. He has, 
with the more explicitly defined requirements made upon 
him—requirements in regard to time, quality of work, and 
methods—a greater responsibility for group accomplishment. 
In order to meet the standards set for group accomplishment, 
he is developing a technique very different from the old 
foreman technique. 

The foreman to-day does not merely deal with trouble, he 
forestalls trouble. In fact, we don’t think much of a foreman 
who is always dealing with trouble; we feel that if he is 
doing his job properly, there won’t be so much trouble. The 
job of the head of any unit—foreman or head of department 
—is to see that conditions (machines, materials, etc.) are 
right, to see that instructions are understood, and to see that 
workers are trained to carry out the instructions, trained to 
use the methods which have been decided on as best. The 
test of a foreman now is not how good he is at bossing, but 
how little bossing he has to do because of the training of his 
men and the organization of their work. The job of a fore¬ 
man thus conceived, we have, as has been pointed out by an 
able head of department himself, a leader not ordering his 
men, but serving his man. 

The arbitrary foreman may indeed get hoist with his own 
petard. I knew a case where a workman, reacting against 
such a foreman, deliberately carried out a wrong order 
instead of taking it back to the foreman and asking about it, 
and wasted a large amount of material in order that his 
foreman should be blamed for this waste. Thus the man who 
demands a blind obedience may have it react on himself. 

Our conception of leadership is everywhere restricted by 
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the persistence of the fallacy in the old idea of obedience, 
namely, that obedience is necessarily passive. There is an 
active principle in obedience. Obedience is a moment in a 
process. The one who obeys and the one obeyed both con¬ 
tribute to that moment. There is, as a rule, a very elaborate 
and complex process going on. At one moment in that 
process something happens which we call obedience, but it 
depends on everything else that is happening. 

Can we not see then the fallacy in the idea that an order 
gets its validity through consent? Consent interweaves with 
all the other factors in the process, and the validity of the 
leadership situation depends never on consent but must be 
tested by the basis of consent. 

The men on a fishing smack are all good fellows together, 
call each other by their first names, yet one is captain and 
the others obey him, but it is an intelligent, alert, self-willed 
obedience. 

Yet there are many who think, as I saw it stated, that 
“obedience is inconsistent with individuality and self- 
expression.” On the contrary, obedience and self-expression, 
or even self-direction, are reciprocally involved. Group 
activity, organized group activity, should aim: to incorporate 
and express the desires, the experience, the ideals of the 
individual members of the group: also to raise the ideals, 
broaden the experience, deepen the desires of the individual 
members of the group. Obedience in relation to leadership 
can be discussed only in terms of these two aspects of the 
group process. From a study of this process we see that 
leadership rightly understood increases freedom as it 
heightens individuality. 

Perhaps the greatest difference between theory and 
practice in regard to orders is that the old theory envisaged 
the leader as one who could get orders obeyed—any order- 
while in the best modern practice the leader is the man who 
can show that the order is integral to the situation. And an 
order of this kind carries weight because it is the demand of 
the situation. 

I found something a few weeks ago in a recent novel which 
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recognizes and expresses this point. The hero of the novel 
Richard Hague, was a large-scale farmer in England. And 
he was a very successful farmer. The author after telling how 
Hague got the most out of all his materials down to the very 
spark with which he lighted a fire, went on to say: “And he 
was the same with people. He got use out of them, though not 
through . . . being personally exigent in any way. It was 
always the force of circumstances that seemed to make the 
demand, not himself. He merely made it clear to them what 
it was that needed doing. ... So little did it seem an affair 
personal to him that the sheep needed driving off the corn, 
or a message carried into the hay-field, that he hardly 
intervened. He might just call somebody’s attention to what 
was needed, but it was the corn, the cattle, the world that 
required the service, not he.” And later the author tells us: 
“Hague evidently considered that the task itself made some 
claim on anybody who happened to come across it, made 
itself the most interesting and necessary thing in the world, 
so that no one could resist it.” 

In a recent article on Adult Education in the New Republic, 
Harold Laski said: “For the business of any educational 
system is simply to breed scepticism of authority. ...” I do 
not agree with that statement. Every situation in life has its 
own inner authority. To that we submit. By that submission 
we gain our freedom, What educational systems should do is 
to show us how to join with our leaders in finding that inner 
authority. 

To sum up this section: In the more progressively managed 
businesses, orders are coining to be considered as the outcome 
of the requirements of the situation, as information in regard 
to standards, as training in methods. The leader gets an 
order followed first, because men do really want to do things in the 
right way and he can show them that way, and secondly, 
because he too is obeying. Sincerity more than aggressiveness 
is a quality of leadership. 

If one blow at the old theory of leadership is the increasing 
disappearance of arbitrary commands and a truer under¬ 
standing of the real meaning and basis of obedience—an 
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understanding that commands and obedience are two aspects 
of exactly the same thing—another blow at the theory that 
“followers” should merely follow is that in looking at almost 
any business we see many suggestions coming up from below. 
We find sub-executives trying to get upper executives to 
install mechanical improvements, to try a new chemical 
process, to adopt a plan for increasing incentives for workers, 
and so on. The upper executives try to persuade the general 
manager, and the general manager the board of directors. 

The Leadership of Function versus the Leadership of Personality 

Moreover, there is a growing recognition among business 
men that there are many different degrees of leadership, 
that many people have some capacity for leadership even 
although it be of the smallest. And the men who recognize 
this are trying to work out a form of organization and 
methods of management which will make the most effective 
use of such leadership capacity. It is also recognized that 
there are different types of leadership. I mean not only that 
there are different leadership qualities possessed by different 
men, but also that different situations require different kinds 
of knowledge, and the man possessing the knowledge de¬ 
manded by a certain situation tends in the best managed 
businesses, and other things being equal, to become the 
leader at that moment. 

We may say that we have in scientifically managed plants 
a leadership of function as well as the leadership of person¬ 
ality and the leadership of position. We have people giving 
what are practically orders to those of higher rank. The 
balance of stores clerk, as he is called in some places, will tell 
the man in charge of purchasing when to act. The dispatch 
clerk can give “orders” even to the superintendent. The 
leadership of function is inherent in the job and as such is 
respected by the president of the plant. 

Consider the influence which it is possible for the cost 
accountant to exercise because of his special knowledge. 
Where there is cost-accounting and unit budgeting, the cost 
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accountant is in a position to know more about the effect 
of a change in price than anyone else. His analyses and his 
interpretations may dictate policy to the chief executive. 

We have in industry many examples of men who lead in 
particular situations because they know the technique of 
their particular jobs. The chairman of a committee may not 
occupy a high official position or be a man of forceful 
personality, but he may know how to guide discussion 
effectively, that is, he may know the technique of far job. Or 
consider the industrial relations man or “impartial chair¬ 
man” now maintained in so many industries. This man is an 
adept at conciliation. He has a large and elaborate technique 
for this at his command. 

When it is a case of instruction, the teacher is the leader. 
Yet a good instructor may be a very poor foreman. Again, 
some men can make people produce, and some are good at 
following up quality who could never make people produce. 

The leadership of function and the leadership of person¬ 
ality are of course by no means separate; but if we have to 
separate them for the purposes of discussion, we may say that 
in business the leadership of function is tending to become 
more important than the leadership of personality. And we 
may say also that the success of a business depends partly 
upon its organization being sufficiently flexible to allow the 
leadership of function to operate freely—to allow the men 
with the knowledge and the technique to control the 
situation. We have often seen this done, seen the president 
defer to one of his executives when that man had a larger 
knowledge and wider experience of the matter in hand. 

We have a very interesting example of the leadership of 
function in the power wielded by the under-secretaries in 
England. The members of the Cabinet—Home Secretary, 
Secretary for Foreign Affairs, and so on—each has, as you 
know, an under-secretary who is a permanent official holding 
office through the party changes in administration. These 
permanent secretaries, because of their large knowledge of 
and continuing connection with the matters relating to their 
office, often exert a more decisive influence on affairs than 
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the members of the Cabinet. It is they often who determine 
important decisions. 

In speaking, however, of the leadership of function in 
industry, we must not forget how often we hear an employer 
say, “I hire executive material, not technical ability; almost 
anyone can acquire that,” or, “I don’t hire a mechanical 
engineer, I hire a man." In regard to this attitude, with which 
we must, of course, completely sympathize, I would say that 
whatever the motives of selection, by the time a man does 
become a leader in any business, he has also learned the 
technique of his particular job. Secondly, that certain 
changes both in organization and methods of management 
and also in the attitude of employers are an acknowledgment 
that in many cases control should go to special knowledge. 
And, thirdly, let me point out that what is meant by “execu¬ 
tive material” and “a man" is not covered by the phrase 
“ascendancy traits.” 

You may have the promise of good “executive material” 
fulfilled in one to whom neither personality nor position, 
circumstance nor publicity, has given prominence. You have 
probably, for instance, all noticed how often leadership goes 
to the man, whatever his official position or personal force, 
who can grasp the essentials of an experience and, as we say, 
see it whole. This man sees the relational significance of the 
data at hand. In getting the facts for the solving of a business 
problem, the man who collects them may present them to the 
head of his department in their relational significance or in 
their literal order. If the latter, it may then be the head of the 
department who sees the essential unity of the data and 
presents his report to the president in such a way as to show 
that. Or it may be that the president does this for the board 
of directors. But wherever this process takes place, there 
tends to be control of the situation, Leadership tends to go 
to him to whom the total inter-relatedness is most clear, that 
is, if he has the power of using that insight. 

And the most successful leader of all is one who sees 
another picture not yet actualized. He sees the things which 
belong in his present picture but which are not yet there. 
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Indeed, the kind of insight which is also foresight is essential 
to leadership. This does not mean that only the president 
needs it. Foresight is necessary for foreman or head of 
department; the only difference is that in their case the 
range about which foresight is necessary is narrower. But 
no leader of however small a group can forget, without 
disastrous consequences, that the activities of each group 
have to be fitted into a whole which is constantly changing. 

I was very much struck in a certain firm in England with 
the fact that one man among the heads of departments 
seemed to be doing more guiding .than any other one man. 
I sought the reason first in his position, but decided that 
that gave him no more power than several other positions 
gave the men who held them. I came to the conclusion in 
the end that he got his power through an almost uncanny 
appreciation of the complexity of his relation to the organiza¬ 
tion—that is, he understood that he had both a direct rela¬ 
tion and through others, and utilized the latter to the full— 
and also that he was thinking of his relation both to the 
organization that they had and to that toward which they 
were working. Please note the last clause, for I think it 
important. He seemed, as I say, to have an extraordinarily 
vivid appreciation of the challenges that were being made 
to him by the organization toward which they were working. 

Yet with all this I am aware how often leadership does 
not go to the man with the largest knowledge, grasp of 
essentials or foresight, and that this should be so is a pregnant 
cause of dissatisfaction to many an executive. Over and over 
again a situation is controlled by a man either because his 
position gives him the whiphand and he uses it, or because 
he knows how to play politics, or for other reasons. There 
is not time to make anything approaching an exhaustive 
study of the way in which all the different aspects of leader¬ 
ship may play against one another—or combine with one 
another. My only thesis in this paper is that in the more 
progressively managed businesses—I realize that they are 
greatly in the minority—in these we see a tendency, only 
a tendency but one which seems to me very encouraging, 
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for the control of a particular situation to go to the man 
with the largest knowledge of that situation, to him who can 
grasp and organize its essential elements, who understands 
its total significance, who can see it through—who can see 
length as well as breadth—rather than to one with merely 
a dominating personality or in virtue of his official position. 

Discovering and Co-ordinating Leadership of Varying Types and 
Varying Degrees 

In saying this, however, I do not want you for a moment 
to think that I minimize the job of upper or chief executives. 
These men should hold their positions because of their 
greater ability. And their task is far more difficult to-day 
than ever before and demands higher qualifications. If 
others have at times a more complete understanding of the 
relational significances involved in some particular situation, 
they should have this understanding for much larger situa¬ 
tions. Theirs is the responsibility of solving the problems of 
to-day, of anticipating the problems of to-morrow. And these 
problems are complex, intricate, far-reaching. They not 
only require many kinds of specialized knowledge; but many 
types and degrees of leadership must be utilized. The chief 
executive discovers leaders and trains leaders. He does not 
want men of the submissive type but men themselves with 
mastery, and such men will give his own leadership worth 
and power. 

We have a good illustration of the training and develop¬ 
ment of leaders among under executives, and also of the 
point I mentioned above—obedience to the law of the situa¬ 
tion rather than to arbitrary commands—in the use of 
budget control. For several years I have been very much 
interested in budget control, for nowhere can we get a better 
idea of the type of leadership I am presenting to you than 
in the reladon between upper executives and heads of 
departments where the budget is understood as a tool of 
control. Suppose an upper executive is dissatisfied with the 
work of a department. When this happens it is either because 
quality is too poor or costs too high. The old method of 
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procedure was for the upper executive simply to blame the 
head of the department. But in a plant where the depart¬ 
ments are budgeted, an upper executive can ask the head 
of a department to sit down with him and consider the 
matter. The budget objectifies the whole situation. It is 
possible for an upper executive to get the head of the depart¬ 
ment to find out himself where the difficulty lies, to make 
him give himself the necessary orders to meet a situation. 

You have already had a lecture on budgeting as a method 
of executive control in which what I have just said was 
brought out, and Mr. Williams adds that while some may 
not call this leadership, in his opinion it is the very essence 
of leadership—teaching and training your subordinates how 
to control a situation themselves, helping your subordinates 
to develop their own ideas rather than exploiting your own. 
The job of the man higher up is not to make decisions for 
his subordinates, but to teach them how to handle their 
problems themselves, how to make their own decisions. 

If this is the essence of leadership,' we have a conception 
very far removed from that of the autocratic leader. The 
leader in scientifically managed plants tends not to persuade 
men to follow his will. He shows them what it is necessary 
for them to do in order to meet their responsibility, a respon¬ 
sibility that has been explicitly defined to them. 

If the best leader takes all the means in his power to 
develop leadership among his subordinates and gives them 
opportunity to exercise it, he has then, his supreme task, to 
unite all the different degrees and different types of leader¬ 
ship that come to the surface in the ramifications of a modern 
business. Since power is now beginning to be thought of by 
many not as inhering in one person but as the combined 
capacities of a group, we are beginning to think of the leader 
not as the man who is able to assert his individual will and 
get others to follow him, but as the one who knows how to 
relate the different wills in a group so that they will have 
driving force. It is recognized by many that the most success¬ 
ful president of a business is not usually the one who can 
force his ideas on his executives, but the one who can make 
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them do the best kind of team work. The heads of produc¬ 
tion, of sales, of finance, of personnel—each has a valuable 
contribution to make, but much interplay and adjusting 
correlation has to take place before these contributions can 
be welded into a force for the progress of the business. 

In theory the president is usually supposed to arbitrate 
between his executives; but I know presidents who see the 
weakness of this theory and who try, not to “decide be¬ 
tween,” but to bring their executives into co-operating agree¬ 
ment by combining the best which each can offer with the 
best which he himself has to give. Or he may go even beyond 
this and do what it seems to me is done by the ablest presi¬ 
dents I have known, namely, make it possible for his execu¬ 
tives to have the kind of practice, and train them thereto 
by his own conferences with them individually, which will 
enable them to learn the way themselves to combine their 
experience and judgment. Thus he gets them so that they 
habitually integrate. 

But whatever the method, it is the president’s responsibility 
to see that all possible contributions are utilized and made 
into an organized, significant whole subordinated to a 
common purpose. This is pre-eminently the leadership 
quality—the ability to organize all the forces there are in 
an enterprise. Men with this ability create a group power 
rather than express a personal power. They penetrate to the 
subtlest connections of the forces at their command, and 
make all these forces available, and most effectively avail¬ 
able, for the accomplishment of their purpose. 

We see the same thing in political leadership. The theory 
has been of personal domination, but study the political 
leaders, the party bosses, and notice how often they have 
gained their position by their ability to bring into harmonious 
relation men of antagonistic temperaments, their ability to 
reconcile conflicting interests, their ability to make a working 
unit out of many diverse elements. I spoke to you above of 
Mark Hanna. He was pre-eminently an organizer. The 
different aspects of his policy formed a unity which inevitably 
broke down opposition. 
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For several years I was doing a piece of work which 
brought me into close connection with a Tammany organiza¬ 
tion. I knew the head of the organization, the ward boss, 
and several of his lieutenants. The ward boss was not the 
domineering type. His lieutenants were. The boss, however, 
was an adept in organization, in using the power of his 
henchmen and in focusing it, in turning it toward certain 
ends. 

In the complications of modern business everything tends 
to give the lead to organizing ability rather than to ascend¬ 
ancy traits because one man seldom knows enough about 
the matter in hand to impose his will on others. Consider 
retail selling. How much is the advertising department going 
to spend on advertising? Certainly the president cannot tell 
offhand. If this particular line of goods is meeting a popular 
demand, it will not need much advertising. If, however, an 
attempt is to be made to create a popular demand, much 
more will have to be spent to advertise the goods. Or if 
there are reasons for the price being forced up, increased 
advertising will be necessary. And so on; of course many 
more considerations than these would enter into the ques¬ 
tion. I give the illustration merely to show that a question 
of this kind requires the reciprocally modified judgment of 
several heads of departments, and the task of the president 
then becomes that of securing such a judgment. 

But even if one man did know enough to make all the 
decisions, you cannot get any profitable “following” unless 
your followers are convinced, and you convince them in 
only one way—by allowing them to share in your experi¬ 
ence. Men in business are seeing more and more clearly 
every day something which is wholly in accord with recent 
psychology, although not recognized in the older theory of 
leadership, and that is that habits, attitudes, are changed 
only by experience, are built up, not assumed at will. The 
capable leader knows that in order to secure any lasting 
agreement between himself and the rest of his group, they 
must be made to share in his experience. This insight alone 
changes our whole conception of leadership. The leader 
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knows also that any lasting agreement among the members 
of the group can come only by their sharing each other’s 
experience. He must see that his organization is such as to 
make this possible. 

This is one of the reasons for the spread of committees as 
a part of business management. In spite of the time they 
take, in spite of the fact that they often seem only one extra 
burden, still their value is being more and more recognized, 
not as a method of democracy—the plea we once heard 
made for committees—but as a way of taking our co-workers 
along with us step by step in the acquiring of information, 
in comparing that information with past experience, in the 
whole process by which judgments are reached and decisions 
made . 3 

I read this paper to an upper executive a few nights ago, 
and when I got to this point he said: “Don’t forget to say 
that the leader must also share their experience.” We cer¬ 
tainly must remember that, since the need for a unifying of 
experience, an identifying of purpose, has contributed largely 
to our present conception of leadership. The leader is neither 
the arbiter of his group nor, on the other hand, the spokes¬ 
man of his group—the expression so often used. That is, he 
is neither mere representative nor dictator . 4 

Perhaps the feature of business practice which most 
sharply opposes the old theory of leadership, we can find in 
those cross-relations between departments given us by 
functional management. Here we have explicitly a co¬ 
ordinating and co-operating leadership. Where we need 
help from the psychologists is not to find aggressive men for 

3 Mr. Ordway Tcad has brought out this point better than anyone else. 
(M.P.F.) 

4 Cf. The New Stale, pp. 239-30: “The leader guides the group and at the 
same time is himself guided by the group, is always a part of the group. No one 
can truly lead except from within. . .. The power of leadership is the power of 
integrating. This is the power which creates community. ... The skilful leader 
does not rely on personal force; he controls his group not by dominating but by 
expressing it. He stimulates what is best in us; he unifies and concentrates what 
we feel only gropingly and scattcringly, But he never gets away from the 
current of which we and he are both an integral part. He is a leader who gives 
form to the inchoate energy in every man. The person who influences me most 
is not he who does great deeds, but he who makes me feel that I can do great 
deeds.” 
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us, but to find those who do not tend toward “ascendancy,” 
those who try, on the basis of a common purpose, to find the 
methods best suited to the accomplishment of that purpose. 
In the more progressively managed businesses to-day, where 
each man is responsible for a given set of duties and where 
the tendency is to give a man leadership up to his capacity 
for leadership, there is less and less hierarchical authority, 
above and below, over and under. One man is over another 
in some things and under him in others. 

I heard a story the other day which perhaps has a moral 
for us. A teacher went into a new school. There were certain 
rules in regard to the disposal of small pieces of chalk, of 
erasers that needed cleaning, etc. But she carelessly dis¬ 
regarded these, as she had come from a school where there 
were no such rules. In a litde while she was taken to task 
by the custodian of the building, who said to her: “You 
evidently haven’t been used to working under a janitor.” 

It is clear to-day that the president in a plant where there 
is functional management has to co-ordinate leaderships of 
varying types and varying degrees. And among these leader¬ 
ships must be included in many instances employee repre¬ 
sentatives, shop stewards, or the officials who come to the 
fore where this is union-management co-operation. 

If then functional management gives to the chief executive 
a task which cannot be expressed by the old charts showing 
only a hierarchical authority, there is another point in regard 
to the chief executive equally important. It is that, as in the 
best forms of modern organization each man tends to have 
the leadership which his particular job gives him, so this is 
true also of the president as well as of all the others. One 
indication of our progress away from the old idea of leader¬ 
ship is the tendency of chief executives to think of their jobs 
more and more in specific terms. 

Consider the president of a large bank. While he has given 
up much of the influence on every day questions still retained 
by the heads of small banks, he has his particular job. He 
must have a large knowledge of world conditions, he must 
be able to foresee the forces which may make for or against 
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the success of large plans, and so on and so on. Or the head 
of a flourishing manufactory may spend much of his time in 
the East, South Africa, etc., opening up new markets or 
establishing branch factories. Others may be “leading” in 
the home plant. 

Leadership in a Common Purpose 

In speaking of multiple leadership, in considering the 
organization of such leadership to serve well-defined ends, 
it should be noted how many are coming to think that these 
ends should be known and understood by all. There are 
leaders to-day who, far from keeping their purposes from 
their subordinates, think that the greatest aid to leadership 
consists in uniting one’s followers, executives or manual 
workers, in a common purpose. They think that back of all 
giving of orders and following of orders there should be a 
shared knowledge of the purposes of store or bank or factory. 
I believe this is going to be a large factor in our future 
industrial success. 

Summer before last at the Rowntree chocolate factory in 
York, I listened to one of the best speeches I have ever heard. 
When a group of new girls is taken into this factory—they 
take in thirty at a time—Mr. Rowntree, the president, gives 
a talk to these girls. He tells them what their work is all 
about, he shows them how one person being careless in 
dipping chocolates may make the young man who takes a 
box of chocolates to his best girl on Saturday night say that 
he won’t get Rowntree’s chocolates next time. And then Mr. 
Rowntree shows how this affects far more than Rowntree 
profits, how in time reduced sales will mean less employment 
in York for girls and boys, for men and women. And then he 
goes on, from such simple illustrations, to show them their 
place in the industry of England. I don’t believe it is possible 
for those who hear these talks not to feel a close connection, 
with, a certain degree of identificadon with, the Rowntree 
Company. While leadership depends on depth of conviction 
and the power coming therefrom, there must also be the 
ability to share that conviction with others. Mr. Rowntree, 
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by his vivid statement of purpose, has found a way of making 
all his employees share in a common purpose. That common 
purpose rather than Mr. Rowntrec himself is their leader. 
And I believe that to-day we are coming more and more to 
act, whatever our theories, on our faith in this power of what 
Dr. Cabot calls “the invisible leader.” Loyalty to the 
invisible leader gives us the strongest possible bond of union, 
establishes a sympathy which is not a sentimental but a 
dynamic sympathy. 

And this purpose should be a common purpose not only 
in the sense of being shared by all, but it should be a purpose 
evolved by all the interweaving activities of the enterprise. 
The best type of leader does not seek his ends, but the ends 
disclosed by an evolving process in which each has his 
special part. And when I speak thus, please don’t think that 
I am Utopian, for one of the most practical business men I 
know, the head of a factory in the West, always comes out 
with this as the first article of his creed. And he is not talking 
ethics either when he says this, he is talking of what makes 
for business success. Moreover, we find another blow to the 
conception of the leader as seeking individual ends in the 
fact that leaders of the highest type do not conceive their 
task merely as that of fulfilling purpose, but as also that of 
finding ever larger purposes to fulfil, more fundamental 
values to be reached. 

I have spoken several times of the conception wc are now 
acquiring of a multiple leadership. Our present historians 
and biographers are strengthening this conception by showing 
us that in order to understand any epoch wc must take into 
account many lesser leaders. They tell us also that the 
number of these lesser leaders has been so steadily increasing 
that one of the most outstanding facts of our life to-day is a 
widely diffused leadership. Some go further and think that 
our hope for the future depends on a still more widely 
diffused leadership. 

A few weeks ago I read H. G. Wells’ last novel, which is 
not so much a novel as an arraignment of our present 
civilization, and in the last chapter he gives his hope for the 
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future. That hope is based on the expectation that it will 
come to be universally realized that everyone must take 
part in the regeneration of society. In the past, he says, we 
depended on single great leaders—Buddha, Mohammed 
and so on. To-day many men and women must help to lead. 
In the past Aristotle led the world in science. To-day 
thousands of scientists are adding each his contribution. 
Our future depends on two things, Wells tells us: first, that 
countless men and women wake to the necessity of the great 
part each has to play, and secondly, that we have the 
completest confidence in the possibility of control. 

The Part of the Led in the Leadership Situation 

I want now to speak to you of something which seems to 
me of the utmost importance, but which has been little 
considered, and that is the part of the led in the leadership 
situation. Mr. Wells urges the need of a wider leadership. I 
wish to emphasize something else in addition to that, namely, 
that even as those led we have a share in the control of a 
situation, and that our leader must know how to give us that 
share and we to take it. Those led have not merely a passive 
part, they have not merely to follow and obey, they have to 
help keep the leader in control of the situation. Let us not 
think that we are either leaders or—nothing of much 
importance. As one of those led, we have a part in leadership. 

In no aspect of our subject do we see a greater discrepancy 
between theory and practice than here. The definition given 
over and over again of leader is one who can induce others 
to follow him. Or that meaning is taken for granted and the 
question is asked: “What is the technique by which a leader 
keeps his followers in line?” 

A very able political scientist writing of leadership treats 
it as a tropism and discusses why men obey or do not obey, 
why they tend to lead or follow, as if leading and following 
were the essence of leadership. Yet this very man has made 
valuable studies in leadership and the whole trend of his 
thinking on this subject seems away from this stereotype, 
yet at that moment, when talking directly of leadership, he 
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reverts to the old idea and speaks of the leadership situation 
as one of command and obedience. 

Again) listen to this quotation from a recent book: “People 
are more readily persuaded to follow as one of a crowd under 
a leader than to labour separately ... for some social end.” 
That is true, but these are not the only alternatives. You need 
neither be lost in the crowd nor labour separately, you can 
labour with your leader. 

The technique of that process is, I believe, the most 
important thing for industry to learn. We want leaders? We 
want psychologists to discover leaders for us? Of course. But 
still more, we want worked out a relation between leaders 
and led which will give to each the opportunity to make 
creative contributions to the situation. This is a growing 
demand to-day. I have been asked once this winter to speak 
on the relation between college faculties and students, and 
at another time to speak on the relation between deans of 
colleges and student government councils. In the latter 
request it was stated that they wished to discuss how to make 
a “creative experience” between deans and the student body, 
Part of the task of the leader is to make others participate 
in his leadership. The best leader knows how to make his 
followers actually feel power themselves, not merely acknow¬ 
ledge his power. 

But if the followers must partake in leadership, it is also 
true that we must have fellowship on the part of leaders. 
There must be a partnership of following. The basis of 
industrial leadership is creating a partnership in a common 
task, a joint responsibility. 

Have I taken away anything from the prestige of leader¬ 
ship? It seems to me that I am adding to that prestige, that 
those with this conception, and with the ability to embody it 
in organization and management, are the only ones who can 
play a large part in the forward movement of our civilization. 
One of the tragedies of history is that Woodrow Wilson did 
not understand leadership. 

An indication of the change that is going on in our ideas 
in regard to leadership, we can find in the fact that while a 
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few years ago there was much talk in colleges about training 
for leadership, many colleges even stating that leadership 
was the ultimate aim of their instruction, this is not so to-day. 
Dr. Charles R. Mann has told us that a search through some 
250 college catalogues has revealed only eight that mention 
leadership as one of their aims. And Mr. Mann tells us also 
that President Hopkins, in addressing the student body at 
the opening of Dartmouth last autumn, said: “I have come 
to distrust the validity of much of what has been said, 
including much which I have said myself, in regard to its 
being the function of higher education to train for leadership. 
I ask permission to revise this statement to say that the first 
function of the college is to educate men for usefulness.” 

While the college catalogues and speech of President 
Hopkins show an advance in one direction, namely, that it 
is no longer considered desirable to gain an ascendancy over 
our fellows, yet the mistake is still made, it seems to me, of 
identifying leadership with ascendancy. For with the con¬ 
ception of leadership which I have been trying to present to 
you, there is no reason why leadership should not be put in 
college catalogues as a desirable aim of education. Moreover, 
with this conception of leadership, President Hopkins’ wish 
to educate men for usefulness could not be fulfilled unless 
they are educated for leadership. 

I have sometimes wondered whether it would be better to 
give up the word “leader,” since to so many it suggests 
merely the leader-follower relation. But it is far too good a 
word to abandon; moreover, the leader in one way at least 
does and should lead in that very sense. He should lead by 
the force of example. If those led obey the law of the situa¬ 
tion, they must realize that he is doing the same. If they are 
to follow the invisible leader, the common purpose, so must 
he. If everyone must work overdme, the president should be 
willing to do the same. In every way he must show that he is 
doing what he urges upon others. 

One winter I went yachting with some friends in the 
inland waterways of the South. On one occasion our pilot led 
us astray and we found ourselves one night aground in a 
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Carolina swamp. Obviously the only thing to do was to try to 
push the boat off, but the crew refused, saying that the 
swamps in that region were infested with rattlesnakes. The 
owner of the yacht offered not a word of remonstrance, but 
turned instantly and jumped overboard. Every member of 
the crew followed. 

Do you remember the story of the man with a new 
religion to preach who went to Tallyrand all on fire with 
enthusiasm and told him that he was going to travel 
throughout France preaching this new gospel. After a few 
months he came back to Tallyrand much discouraged. He 
had not been able to get disciples and he wanted advice as to 
what he should do. “Oh, it’s quite simple,” said Tallyrand. 
“All you have to do is to die and rise again in three days.” 
He who for a,ooo years has been our greatest leader expressed 
in all His life the doctrine He preached. 

Before closing, let me remind you that the title of this 
paper has not been leadership in general, but refers only to 
some of those aspects of leadership in which there is a 
discrepancy between theory and practice, and this title has 
guided all I have said. There are many qualifications for 
leadership therefore of which I have not spoken. There is 
the necessity for initiative, for the ability to seize oppor¬ 
tunity, for that high integrity which inspires confidence, for 
the power of communicating enthusiasm, for the power to 
liberate and make articulate the impulses of one’s group, 
as indeed also the power to liberate and make articulate 
one’s own impulses. I have not spoken of these and a hundred 
other characteristics of leadership because in regard to these 
there is no dispute. 

Moreover, we have not considered the qualifications 
necessary for elected leaders. For instance, when I spoke of 
the influence exercised by the under-secretaries in England 
in virtue of their function, we did not stop to consider that 
many of these men could probably not have been elected 
to their positions. No one can be elected to any position of 
prominence in England who is not a good public speaker. 

My subject in this paper has been restricting, but some 
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time we must show how the leadership of function, the 
leadership of personality and of example, the leadership of 
position, and still another leadership—perhaps, after all, the 
most important—that of the man who expresses most fully 
the spirit of his age, some time we must show the relation of 
all these to one another, and study different examples of 
leadership where these have been combined in varying 
degrees. 

In conclusion: if the industrial leader is a man of large 
understanding, of clear vision, of steadiness of purpose, if he 
knows how to organize all the forces available in order to 
accomplish that purpose, we must remember also that he not 
only organizes the forces at his command at the moment, 
but that the great leader has the power to draw forth the 
forces, which are to be used co-operatively and constructively 
for a given end. 

William James tried to show us the relation between what 
he called the inmost nature of reality and our own powers. 

He tried to show us that there is a significant correspondence 
here, that my capacities are related to the demands of the 
universe. I believe that the great leader can show me this 
correspondence, can arouse my latent possibilities, can 
reveal to me new powers in myself, can quicken and give 
direction to some force within me. There is energy, passion, 
unawakened life in us—those who call it forth are our 
leaders. 

“What,” says James, 8 “caused the wild-fire influence of 
Rousseau but the assurance he gave that man’s nature was 
in harmony with the nature of things, if only the paralysing 
corruptions of custom would stand from between? How did 
Kant and Fichte and Goethe and Schiller inspire their time 
with cheer except by saying, ‘Use all your powers; that is 
the only obedience which the Universe exacts?’ And Carlyle 
with his gospel of Work, of Fact, of Veracity, how does he 
move us except by saying that the universe imposes no tasks 
upon us but such as we can perform?" 

I read recently: “It does not matter how able a man is... | 

* William James, PrinsipUs (if Psychology, II, p. 315. 
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he cannot be a first-class leader unless he rubs people the 
right way.” What do you suppose was meant by the phrase 
"rubs people the right way”? To "butter them up”? To 
"make them feel good”? There are leaders who do not 
appeal to man’s complacency but to all their best impulses, 
their greatest capacities, their deepest desires. I think it was 
Emerson who told us of those who supply us with new powers 
out of the recesses of the spirit and urge us to new and 
unattempted performance. This is far more than imitating 
your leader. In this conception of Emerson’s, what you 
receive from your leader does not come from him, but from 
the "recesses of the spirit.” Whoever connects me with the 
hidden springs of all life, whoever increases the sense of life 
in me, he is my leader. 
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INDIVIDUALISM IN A PLANNED SOCIETY* 

The economic interdependence of men is a fact which is 
to-day generally recognized. This recognition makes impera¬ 
tive, as the only alternative to our present chaos, collective 
planning on a national or even international scale. 

Fundamental Principles of Collective Planning on a National Scale 

There are people, however, who are opposed to national 
planning. Their opposition rests fundamentally, I believe, 
on a fear of the word “control,” on a fear that the rights of 
the individual are to be invaded. But this word control is 
to-day taking on new meanings. If those planning for a 
national economic control would base their schemes on this 
newer understanding, no one need fear them as the foes of 
individualism. 

Consider this matter of control in some of our best- 
managed industries. We notice two points: (i) control is 
coming more and more to mean fact-control rather than 
man-control; (a) central control is coming more and more to 
mean the correlation of many controls rather than a super¬ 
imposed control. 

In regard to the first point, notice how often the word 
control is used in the sense of fact-control. We hear, for 
instance, of budgeting control. This means that where you 
have cost-accounting and unit-budgeting, the president and 
the head of a department are both subject to an impersonal 
control. The head of the department does not receive an 
arbitrary order from the president, but both study the 

1 This paper, the last one prepared by Miss Follett for the Bureau at 
Personnel Administration annual conferences, was presented in the' series 
entitled Economic and Social Planning on April 14th, 1933. These papers were 
duplicated by the Bureau, but have not been published in a volume. 
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analyses and interpretations which cost-accounting and 
unit-budgeting have made possible. 

We hear also, less often, of inventory control. It is now 
customary in some plants to keep card records of raw 
materials, goods in process and finished stock. In some 
companies this is done by a stores department, in some by 
special committees, but what I am interested in here is 
simply the use of the word “control.” Formerly the top execu¬ 
tives, if they had such records, would have considered that 
these records helped them in their control. Now, we hear the 
expression “inventory control" because it is recognized that 
the facts disclosed constitute in themselves a control. Control 
is becoming less and less personal in the old-fashioned 
sense; control and fact-control are becoming synonymous. 

My second point was the correlation of controls. The 
authority of the chief executive is not, in the best managed 
businesses, an arbitrary authority imposed from above, 
but the gathering up of many authorities found at different 
points in the organization. 

These two principles—fact-control and collective control- 
are now accepted by many as sound principles of business 
management. They should, I believe, be the foundation of 
any scheme for national planning. But one pamphlet on 
National Planning , recently issued, uses the words “force,” 
“coerce” over and over again. We shall not, I am sure, 
submit to an arbitrary Planning Board. Some of these 
writers are making the fatal mistake of thinking that coercion 
is the opposite of laissez-faire. It is not. The opposite of laissez- 
faire is co-ordination. The imperative need of the moment is 
a search for the best methods of co-ordination, of adjustment. 
But the process of adjusting is not one which can be imposed 
from outside—it is essentially, basically, by its very nature, a 
process of auto-controlled activity. No one can issue a fiat 
by which I am adjusted, I can only be helped to adjust 
myself. National planning should be a scheme for the self- 
adjusting of our various and varying interests. It should plan 
for the self-co-ordinating of industries and for the self-co¬ 
ordinating of plants within an industry. Beyond this it should, 

896 



INDIVIDUALISM IN A PLANNED SOCIETY 

I think, include union-management co-operation within each 
plant, thus giving the workers a share from the beginning. 

Have we any principles for such a process of self-adjusting 
by which to test any schemes for national planning which 
may be proposed to us, by which to test whether such 
schemes threaten individual freedom? 

Four fundamental principles of organization are: 

1. Co-ordination by direct contact of the responsible people 
concerned. 

2. Co-ordination in the early stages. 

3. Co-ordination as the reciprocal relating of all the factors 
in a situation. 

4. Co-ordination as a continuing process. 

Let me speak briefly of these four. I find these principles at 
work in some of our best managed industrial plants. The 
same principles governed some of the Allied co-operation 
during the War. That we should find these principles in such 
different fields seems to me a matter of great significance. It 
means that our ablest thinkers, men who are at the same 
time thinkers and doers, have found a way of making collec¬ 
tive control collective wZ/'-control. 

In regard to the first principle, co-ordination by direct 
contact of the responsible people concerned, we find in some 
industries that control is coming more and more to be 
effected through cross-relations between heads of depart¬ 
ments instead of up and down the line through the chief 
executive. 

In the case of international relations, we find Sir Arthur 
Salter, one of our soundest thinkers on that subject, advocat¬ 
ing, in his Allied Shipping Control , this method of “direct 
contact”—I have taken that expression from him. This 
means that he thinks that adjustments between nations 
should be made, not through their Foreign Offices, but be¬ 
tween those who exercise responsible authority in the matters 
concerned, that is, between the departmental ministers. 

Schemes for national planning should, to follow this prin¬ 
ciple, provide for direct contact between the responsible 
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heads of industry, The heads of industry would thus form 
their own control—and individual freedom would be safely 
guarded. 

My second principle was co-ordination in the early stages, 
This means that the direct contact must begin in the earliest 
stages of the process. We see how this works in the correla¬ 
tion of policies in a business. If the head of the production 
department meets the heads of the sales and finance and 
personnel departments with a finished policy, and is con¬ 
fronted by them each with a finished policy, agreement will 
be found difficult, Of course, they then begin to “play 
politics,” or that is often the tendency—a deplorable form of 
coercion. But if the head of the production department, 
while he is forming his policy, meets and discusses with the 
other heads the questions involved, a successful co-ordination 
is far more likely to be reached. That is, you cannot, with the 
greatest degree of success for your undertaking, make policy- 
forming and policy-adjusting two separate processes. Policy, 
adjusting cannot begin after the separate policies have been 
completed.* 

We have a corroboration of this principle also from the 
international field. In Allied Shipping Control we are shown 
most convincingly that a genuine international policy cannot 
be evolved by first formulating your national policy and then 
presenting it as a finished product to confront the completed 
poficies of other nations. For the only process by which com¬ 
pleted policies can be adjusted is that of bargaining and 
compromise; if you want integration, we are told, the pro¬ 
cess of the interpenetration of policies must begin before they 
are completed, while they are still in the formative stage. 

This vitally necessary principle seems to be largely ignored 
in the schemes for national planning. Yet again it is obvious 
that this is a way of securing the freedom of the individual, 

* Cf. Crtatiw ExftruKt, pp, 234-5; “The most essential thing to remember 
shout government is that control muit be generated by the activity which is to 
be controlled. Therefore in industry, in co-operative undertakings, in govern¬ 
ment, control must begin as far back in the process as possible, else—to use the 
language of an earlier chapter—we shall have power-over instead of power- 
witn, Joint action must know its source." 
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In the union-management plan of the Baltimore and Ohio 
Railroad, the adjustment of unions and management begins 
down in the lowest shop committees, and this has very 
largely helped the workers to feel that they are not governed 
arbitrarily. A study of the history of the Amalgamated Cloth¬ 
ing Workers of America also teaches us much on this point. 

The third principle, co-ordination as the reciprocal relat¬ 
ing of all the factors in a situation, shows us just what this 
process of co-ordination actually is. .Think for a moment 
what happens between the heads of departments in a business. 
You cannot envisage the process accurately by. thinking of A 
as adjusting himself to B and to C and to D. A adjusts him¬ 
self to B and also to a B influenced by C and to a B influenced 
by D and to a B influenced by A himself. Again he adjusts 
himself to C and also to a C influenced by B and to a C influ¬ 
enced by D and to a G influenced by A himself—and so on 
and so on. One could work it out mathematically. This sort 
of reciprocal relating, this interpenetration of every part by 
every other part, and again by every other part as it has 
been permeated by all, should be the goal of all attempts at 
co-ordination, a goal, of course, never wholly reached. 

But I do not want this to sound either abstruse or fantastic. 
I want you to recognize this process as one you often see and 
one, I hope, you want to see more of. You see it in the factory 
not only in the correlation of departmental policies, but in 
many minor adjustments, as when the employment manager, 
the psychologist and the foreman come to some agreement 
in a case of hiring, or dismissing, or promoting. I think you 
cannot read your daily paper without seeing that this 
process must be the solution of international problems. 

Or, again, if anyone finds this principle difficult to accept, 
I would suggest that it is a principle which he has already 
accepted in regard to facts. Any fact gains its significance 
through its relation to all the other facts pertaining to the 
situation. For instance, if you have increased sales, you are 
not too pleased until you find out whether there has been 
an increased sales cost. If there has been, or one out of pro¬ 
portion to sales, your satisfaction disappears. Merchandising 
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shows you this principle at work. For merchandising is not 
merely a bringing together of designing, engineering, manu¬ 
facturing and sales departments, it is these in their total 
relativity. This is not a good phrase, but I am trying to 
express a total which shall include all the factors of a situation 
not as an additional total but as a relational total. That is, 

I am in this case trying to show that a merchandising policy 
is brought about by the interpenetration of the parts of the 
business concerned, and not by putting those parts alongside 
one of the other. 

If then the process of co-ordination is one of interpenetra¬ 
tion, it is obvious that it cannot be enforced by an outside 
body. That is why I have very grave doubts whether “cen¬ 
tral” planning, as at present conceived by many, will bring 
us any appreciable degree of co-ordination. I am not saying 
that a National Planning Board ought not to arrogate to itself 
the task of co-ordinating, I am saying that it cannot, because 
co-ordination is by its very nature a process of auto-governed 
activity. 

An economist has recently written of “a system of respon¬ 
sible commissioners with some public authority capable of 
co-ordinating their activities.” This is more than undesirable, 
it is impossible. The president of a large business, a practical 
and successful business man, not in any respect a theorist, 
said to me once: “If my heads of departments tell me that 
Department D and Department E are co-ordinated, and 
then I find that Department D and Department E are 
exactly the same as they were before, then I know that 
what I have been told is not true, they are not co-ordinated. 
Co-ordination means change in the parts co-ordinated.”* 
In the same way the policies of our different industrial and 
economic organizations will have to be adjusted to one 
another by changes in each voluntarily undertaken, no, 
not exactly undertaken, but spontaneously brought about 

3 Co-ordination in its stricter meaning docs, not imply change in the parts, 
but co-ordination is now being used, somewhat inaccurately perhaps, as 
synonymous with correlation. Correlation is probably the better word because 
correlation implies interpenetration of the parts while co-ordination implies 
only an harmonious ordering of parts, (M. P. F.) 


300 



INDIVIDUALISM IN A PLANNED SOCIETY 

by the process of interpenetration—a planning scheme which 
provides the machinery by which this process can take place 
will not crush the individual, individual men or individual 
industries. 

We can never reconcile planning and individualism until 
we understand individualism not as an apartness from the 
whole, but as a contribution to the whole. In some of the 
businesses I have studied, I have been told that the head of a 
department should subordinate the good of his department 
to the good of the whole undertaking. But of course he should 
do no such thing. His departmental point of view is needed 
in the whole. It must indeed be reconciled with all the other 
points of view in the business, but it must not be abandoned. 
Just as we have been told that men should not denationalize 
but internationalize themselves, so I should say to the heads 
of departments that they should not de-departmentalize 
themselves but inter-departmentalize themselves. In other 
words, departmental policy should be an integral part of 
what is known as “general policy.” 

If this principle were applied in national planning to the 
industrial organizations of a country, these organizations 
would not be asked to give up their own points of view for 
the sake of an imaginary “whole,” for an air-plane view, 
a deracine view; they would be expected to learn how to 
interweave their points of view, their various policies. And 
thus we give the fullest possible scope to individualism. 

It is now becoming more and more apparent every day 
that some such correlation between our industries is impera¬ 
tive. The regularization of any one industry always involves 
what is being done in certain others. Steel stabilized its prices, 
but when the depression came there was nevertheless severe 
unemployment in the steel industry, for the success of that 
industry, of course, depends on the success of certain other 
industries. 

These three principles of direct contact, early stages and 
self-adjusting, applied to national planning would give us 
control as a horizontal not a vertical process—a horizontal 
control between the industries of a country, the same kind 
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of control between the different plants of an industry, and 
again the same kind of control between the different depart¬ 
ments of a single plant. As an example of the last—we could 
find many—we can take the New England Telephone Com¬ 
pany. When 1 made some inquiries into the management of 
that company, I found the four departments—traffic, engin¬ 
eering, plant and commercial—conferring with one another 
in the early stages. The district traffic manager asks the wire 
chief from the plant department to talk a matter over with 
him, or if it is a commercial matter he calls in the commercial 
manager of that district, or if it is a question of blue prints 
or costs he asks the engineering department if they will send 
a man over. They settle it among themselves. If not, the 
traffic manager puts it up to the division superintendent of 
traffic and he may consult the division superintendents of 
plant and commercial departments—again a cross-relation. 

We find the same principle, we are told in a recent study, 
in the relation between the different units of the American 
Telephone and Telegraph Company. Plans for future 
developments originate in the need of some particular 
locality. But the need must be correlated with the needs of 
other localities, hence the plan proceeds horizontally 
throughout the whole organization involving ultimately all 
the related departments. Thus planning remains an integral 
part of the management of the self-governing units. 4 

We have here then planning as a horizontal process 
between the units of a company and planning as a horizontal 
process between the departments of a single unit. This is 
what we should aim at between the different industries, a 
natural, continuous co-ordinating inherent in the form of 
co-operation agreed upon. And this does not preclude a 
Central Planning Department which has its functions, as the 
American Telephone and Telegraph Company has, of 
course, its headquarters staff. We need a Central Planning 
Board closely related, probably by representation, to the 
Planning Boards of each industry; its work should be linked 
up with the work of the separate boards, and also it should 
4 Survey-Graphic, March, 193a, "Telephones,'' by E. C. Lindeman. 
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have power itself to initiate certain forms of planning 
recognized as belonging peculiarly to it. 

To summarize the three principles of organization so far 
given. In our highly complex economic society there are 
many points of control. The organized relating of these 
should constitute the central control. A co-ordinating process 
active throughout our whole economic society should be the 
control. A National Planning Board should express the 
reciprocal relating of the co-ordinating process, but if it tries 
to take the place of that process, it will be giving us the 
shadow for the substance. Any National Planning Board 
which proceeds from the top down is, I am sure, doomed 
to failure. 

My fourth principle was co-ordination as a continuing 
process. 

I am claiming that a Planning Board if rightly conceived 
can make for the greater freedom of individual men or 
individual industries. One reason for this is that the 
machinery for co-ordination would be continuous, not set up 
for special occasions. If a board is set up to consider a special 
problem the tendency is naturally to think only of the 
question under discussion; the incentive to discuss the prin¬ 
ciples which can serve as guides for future similar cases is not 
so great. But if we had a permanent Planning Board, and it 
should make some classification of problems, then when a 
fresh problem arose it would be able to see the points in 
which that resembled a certain class of problems and it 
could ask, “Have we evolved any principles for dealing with 
problems of that kind?” This is what our Supreme Court is 
doing. And one of the interesting things about the League of 
Nations, as one watches its work at Geneva, is the influence 
of the permanent character of the organization upon its work. 
A member of the political section of the Secretariat said to 
me: “Our treatment of every question is twofold: (i) an 
attempt to solve the immediate problem, (2) the attempt to 
discover root causes to help our work in the future.” And 
there is a conscious attempt on the part of a number of those 
working in the League to secure decisions resting on certain 
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fundamental principles in order that these principles can be 
taken as precedents in similar cases arising later. 

Now continuous machinery for working out the principles 
of relation, whether it be in factory or nation or interna¬ 
tionally, is of the very essence of freedom. For it tends 
toward freedom when the rest of our world is following 
certain principles; wc are bound when someone’s action 
toward us may be of one kind to-day and another to¬ 
morrow. The latter is the relation of slave and master, but 
the slave relation exists in many other places, not only 
when a nation uses its greater power arbitrarily, or an 
employer his, but it may exist between two people. Collectively 
to discover and follow certain principles of action makes for 
individual freedom, Continuous machinery for this purpose 
is an essential factor in the only kind of control we can 
contemplate. 

Another advantage of a permanent Planning Board is that 
then the circle, or spiral, is not broken in the transition from 
planning to activity and from activity to further planning. 
A mistake wc often tend to make is that the world stands 
still while wc are going through the process of a given adjust¬ 
ment. And it doesn’t. Facts change, we must keep up with 
the facts; keeping up with the facts changes the facts. In 
other words, the process of adjustment changes the things to 
be adjusted. If you want an illustration of this, consider the 
financial and economic adjustments between nations. 

Until we look on control as a continuing activity, we shall 
not get out of the fallacy that we can solve problems. The 
belief that we can is a drag upon our thinking. What we need 
is some process for meeting problems. When we think we 
have solved a problem, well, by the very process of solving, 
new elements or forces come into the situation and you have 
a new problem on your hands to be solved. When this 
happens, men are often discouraged. I wonder why; it is our 
strength and our hope. We don’t want any system that holds 
us enmeshed within itself. 

In order, however, to get the fullest benefit of a permanent 
Planning Board, in order to utilize our experience, get the 
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advantage of precedents, be able to formulate principles, we 
must learn how to classify our experience. I do not think 
any wholly satisfactory method for that has yet been worked 
out. I was present once at a meeting of the heads of depart¬ 
ments in a large store, and heard one of these heads say in 
regard to a case they were discussing, “We had a problem 
like this two or three years ago. Does anyone remember how 
we treated that?” No one did! We talk much about learning 
from experience, but we cannot do that unless we (i) observe 
our experience, (2) keep records of our experience, and 
(3) organize our experience, that is, relate the parts. Un¬ 
related experience is of little use to us; we can never make 
wise decisions from isolated bits, only as we see the parts in 
relation to one another. 

I have given four principles of organization. The under¬ 
pinning of these is information based on research. A National 
Planning Board should collect and publish data in respect 
to each industry—on raw materials, productive capacity, 
sales, prices, new capital investment and so on and so on. 
This information of itself would be a form of control, for 
there would be a tendency to act in accordance with informa¬ 
tion given if it were accepted as accurate. Moreover, we 
might even hope perhaps that each industry, basing its plans 
on the same information as all others, might tend to fit its 
activity into what might more or less automatically become 
a general scheme. 

Ignorance always binds. Knowledge always frees. Col¬ 
lective research must be the basis of all planning. The know¬ 
ledge thereby obtained will help much toward the release 
and the freeing without which business prosperity cannot 
be secured. 

One fact gives me much hope for the future, and that is 
what has been accomplished in certain businesses of recent 
years by research in regard to all the processes and functions 
of the business, and by the co-ordination of selling, finance 
and production. There seems little reason to doubt that the 
same methods pursued on a larger scale would also have 
some measure of success. 
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Freedom through Organized Relation 

I have given four principles of organization which I think 
should be applied to collective planning. But it isn’t only 
a National Planning Board that people fear as an enemy of 
freedom. There are many who think that merely by joining 
with others, our liberty becomes thereby curtailed. This is 
a wholly false idea of freedom, yet it is a fallacy which un¬ 
fortunately we still find in many places. Consider the illu¬ 
sion of the American farmer on this point. The problem of 
agricultural depression in America can be solved only 
through large-scale joint action, but here we come up against 
the myth of “the independent farmer.” While it seems 
obvious that farm relief can come only through co-ordinated 
marketing which should include efficient merchandising, 
shipping, selling, price stabilization, yet not enough farmers 
can be made to see this to make it possible to set going and 
keep going a machinery of co-operative marketing. They 
cannot give up their “freedom,” they do not see that it is 
a way of getting out of their present slavery, a way of 
becoming free. 

This fear of losing a purely mythical freedom has over 
and over again been proved to have no basis in reality. In 
the case of the Canadian National Railway, at the time of 
the introduction of union-management co-operation the 
foremen were afraid that their freedom would be curtailed 
by the committees set up. But in the end they found that 
their freedom in any real sense of the word was increased. 

I saw recently a statement that when employers admit the 
right of workers to a share in management, they deliberately 
give up a part of their freedom. But employers are not “free” 
who face strikes, sabotage, dissatisfaction, indifference—all 
the evils of a condition of struggle between capital and 
labour. Those employers are the freest who have worked 
out the means of preventing these evils, and who have found 
the way of getting from their workers all the possible con¬ 
tributions which they can make to management. 

Again, co-operation between competitors has often been 
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found to pave the way for a greater freedom for all con¬ 
cerned. Success is not now understood as getting the better 
of someone in trade. As competing firms join in research, it 
is seen that all gain from the results. As they join in confer¬ 
ence, they often find that they gain more by the discussion 
of mutual problems than they lose by the possible disclosure 
of “secrets.” In short, we are less and less to-day at the mercy 
of our competitors as we are learning the advantage of co¬ 
operation between competitors. 

Consider another illustration of the fear of the loss of 
freedom. The foreman in many industrial plants has been 
afraid that his freedom was about to be curtailed when a 
psychologist has been introduced into the plant. Yet he finds, 
on the contrary, that with the help of the psychologist he 
can accomplish more of his purposes and more easily. 

Again, are our young people “free” who drift into their 
first job and get imprisoned for life in some job for which 
they are totally unsuited and in which they take no interest? 
Vocational guidance has helped to free many individuals, 
as has also job analysis and improved methods of selection 
and promotion. 

One of the truths which the twentieth century is to give 
the world is, I believe, freedom not from relation, but 
through relation, through organized relation. How much 
freedom are men and women feeling to-day? Is not almost 
everyone at present restricted in a hundred ways as the 
result of the present economic depression? Such restrictions 
can be permanently removed only by national and inter¬ 
national planning. 

I have not space to speak of international planning, but 
the whole world is being made aware to-day of the inter¬ 
dependence of nations, of the inter-relations of economic 
activities. Take, for illustration, the question of markets. 
Nations cannot be “free” while struggling for markets. What 
we want to-day as much as any one thing in the economic 
sphere is the organization of markets. The research necessary 
for that, the steps to be taken to make effective the results 
of that research, the support of governments or actual 
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legislation, international agreements—all that has yet to be 
worked out, but we are fast learning that nations cannot 
go their own competitive, self-seeking way and feel free. No 
nation to-day feels free. We can gain our freedom only 
through some form of international co-operation. 

In trying to show that planning need not be opposed to 
freedom, to individualism, it is obvious that I am taking 
individualism in its “good" sense, but this word is also used 
in a “bad" sense. So-called individualistic tendencies are 
often spoken of as the most deplorable aspect of our present 
civilization. We read often of “cut-throat individualism.” 
National planning is certainly opposed to this kind of indi¬ 
vidualism, the kind that has sought preferential legislation 
and every kind of monopolistic advantage, the kind that has 
talked of the rights of the individual, meaning by that phrase 
the protection of one class of individuals against others. 

But even in regard to individualism in its “good” meaning 
there are, it seems to me, two misconceptions. One is that 
of which I have been speaking throughout this paper, a fear 
that individualism is threatened by any talk of planning and 
a determination to fight all such encroachments on liberty. 
The other misconception is also based on the belief that our 
freedom is now assailed, but in this case that belief is accom¬ 
panied by the inculcation of self-sacrifice as what the world 
is requiring of us to-day, a willing sacrifice of a portion of 
our freedom. It is clear, I hope, that I think such sacrifice 
as unnecessary as it is undesirable. Some of us are hoping 
for co-operation among the various interests of our country, 
believing it to be to our self-interest, to the self-interest of 
all. And we want international co-operation for the same 
reason, because we see that it is to the self-interest of nations, 
because we see that only thereby can nations live and 
prosper. 

The title of my paper is Individualism in a Planned Society. 
I hope many will agree with me that the synthesis of indi¬ 
vidualism and collective control is collective self-control — 
a phrase I have borrowed from Sir Arthur Salter. The follow¬ 
ing words in Allied Shipping Control could be applied to the 
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industrial organizations within a country: “Thus the new 
Allied principle did not override and replace the national 
organizations ... it linked them together from inside. The 
Allied authority consisted of the national authorities them¬ 
selves ... it was the national organizations linked together 
for international work and themselves forming the instru¬ 
ment of that work.” 

In the same way, a National Planning Board should not 
be a new seat of power, it should be, to paraphrase the above 
quotation, the organizations of a country linked together 
for national work and themselves forming the instrument of 
that work. 

With this principle left out—the principle of the inter¬ 
penetration of authority instead of a super-authority—these 
schemes are a foe to individualism. With this principle 
embodied in a scheme for national planning, individualism 
gets its chance for its fullest expression. National planning 
need not override individual initiative. It could stimulate 
and give scope to individual initiative, and give it the pos¬ 
sibility of coming to its full fruition by showing it the way 
to combine effectively with other individual initiatives. It 
is possible for individual initiatives to cancel each other out, 
to fight on indefinitely or—the only fruitful way—to combine 
by a process not of compromise but of integration. 

The Purpose of Planning 

There is one subject, however, very much affecting the 
question of individualism, which is unfortunately too large 
a subject to add to this paper. That is the purpose of the 
planning. What is to give it its direction? The forces of life 
are something far greater than we can ever learn from either 
the addition or the multiplication table, from either adding 
our activities or relating our activities. Little drops of water, 
little grains of sand—that is a philosophy we have long out¬ 
grown. Count the grains, count the drops, count all men 
and all their activities, and the sum is not life. We may make 
our researches, tabulate our activities, relate our activities— 
and that is not all. I may talk of adjusting myself to A or B. 
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yet a greater adjustment is always thereby served. But the 
development of purpose, the unification of purpose—we 
cannot begin on that at the end of a paper. When we come 
to consider this question, however, we may find that we 
want another word than planning. That may seem too 
completely the engineer’s word, express too exclusively the 
engineer’s point of view. In a short paper one tends to 
become too dogmatic, also tends to use the words and 
phrases of the moment—“research” is almost slang now. I 
deplore both these tendencies, for all that I have really 
wished to urge in this paper is that man’s freedom is not 
necessarily incompatible with that co-ordination of our 
activities the necessity for which every event to-day is 
pressing upon our attention. 

Large-scale .planning is, I think, imperative. I have been 
speaking chiefly of the co-ordination of industries, as that is 
what my own experience permits me to speak more particu¬ 
larly of, but of course industrial planning, land planning, 
and financial planning—planning for investments, credits 
and money policies generally—will have to be linked 
together. Such planning, it is conceded by many, is necessary. 
At the same time many of the problems connected with it 
need much further study. And I am sure that we have not as 
yet sufficiently considered the number of intcr-locking 
factors there are in every one of these problems. 

For instance, we are told that a planning board will tell 
us where workers are required, where capital is needed, 
enormously valuable information, yet even so, capital and 
workers may not move automatically to their prescribed 
stations. Can this be controlled without coercion? A very 
good example of the integration of coercion and freedom 
can be found in our marketing co-operatives, where the 
farmers are free to sign the contract or not, but when once 
they have signed, they are expected to keep the contract, and 
pressure is brought upon them to do so. There is much food 
for thought here, for I fear that there are many people, and 
nations too, who think that keeping your word is a form of 
coercion. And I might add that perhaps it is in some cases! 
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I am putting the matter like this deliberately in order to show 
that these problems are not easyj that they are tremendously 
complicated and require much further thinking. This think¬ 
ing, is, I believe, the most pressing need of the moment. 

Problems Requiring Study 

The following list gives some of the problems urgently 
requiring our study. The list is not exhaustive, the problems 
'mentioned sometimes overlap, moreover they are not given 
in any order. Indeed to give them at all is really outside the 
scope of this paper. I do so for one reason: in order to show 
that I believe in national planning only if we can to some 
extent solve these problems. If we can do so we need not fear 
that individualism will suffer in a planned society. 

i. The process of co-operative research: how to begin in 
the early stages before conclusions have become crystallized. 

3. The process of the correlation of policies—begun in the 
early stages. 

This includes much: at what stage shall problems be 
brought to the central planning board, how can we ensure 
that they shall be brought at that stage, etc., etc. Indeed 
every problem connected with Conference procedure is here 
involved as well as what precedes and leads up to the 
conferring. 

3. How to provide the flow both ways: (1) information 
from industries or the public to the planning board; 
(2) understanding of the policies of the planning board back 
to the industries and to the public. 

4. How to make the intelligent opinion of a country, in 
support, in criticism, in suggestion or counter-suggestion, 
contribute to our collective life—to politics, to economic 
planning, to international agreements. 

5. How the policies of the planning board can secure the 
necessary legislation. Is there any way by which tariffs, 
administration of credit, etc., can be based on sound policy 
rather than on log-rolling? 

6. How the flexibility of the organization for national 
planning can be attained and maintained so that experiments 
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in all industries, a most urgent need, shall be encouraged 
and the results shown for the enlightenment of all. 

7. How to classify experience. We have hardly begun to 
tackle this very important problem. 

8. The relation of control to competition. 

9. The relation of the functions of planning and 
administration. 

10. How collective control and decentralized responsi¬ 
bility, the latter always desirable, can be made compatible. 

11. The delimitation of the scope of a planning board: 
what lies within its province and what does not. 

12. How to ensure that planning does not mean uniformity, 
which seems to be the bugbear of some people, nor central¬ 
ization. National planning is quite compatible with devolu¬ 
tion to local authorities. 

13. The relation of central planning to the planning which 
must be taking place in all the separate units. Some of the 
schemes for national planning sound as if planning were to 
be forbidden in the separate units! 

14. What changes, if any, will have to be made in the 
organization of the separate plants of an industry if there 
should be, first, some union of these plants, and secondly, a 
union of the industries? 

I am assuming, in a planned society, a federation of 
industries and also some union of the separate plants of an 
industry with probably between the plants a cross-relation of 
functions. 

15. Is it possible to have a federation of industries without 
an economic congress or parliament? If so, and I believe it is, 
what would be the relation of the council of federated 
industries to congress or parliament? 

16. What should be the relation of expert and adminis¬ 
trative officials? This involves a consideration of what the 
advisory function really is, and I have never seen that 
satisfactorily defined. 

17. How can the expert principle and the representative 
principle be combined in a national planning board? 

The last is a good example of the difficulties of economic 
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planning. A “central board of experts,” of which we hear so 
often nowadays, may sound well, but our industries will 
never consent to be coerced by “experts.” Is the alternative 
then to have industries represented on the central board? 
But this will of course mean log-rolling. 

Some of the writers on planning seem not to realize that 
if their central planning board is given power to force things 
on industry, the pressure that is going to be brought on that 
board by the industries will be enormous. They seem to 
ignore all that we know of the play of industrial forces on 
politics. 

I believe that it is possible to solve this problem, that the 
expert principle and representative principle can be satis¬ 
factorily combined in a scheme for national planning, and 
surely an attempt to solve this problem should be one of the 
first steps in a study of a planned society. 

18. What changes will have to be made in government 
and administration, in addition to those already implied, to 

make economic planning effective? 

What doctrines should govern our thinking as we try to 
work out these changes? Neither “regulation,” our 
nineteenth-century panacea, nor “coercion,” the socialist 
remedy, would be in accord with the thought I am trying to 
present in this paper. Central planning must not be a more 
extended “regulation”; it must be something quite different. 
Indeed, I do not like that phrase so commonly used, 
“central planning”; I much prefer “collective P arming 
As for “coercion,” no policy will be whole-heartedly earned 
out, which is the same as saying that no policy will be wholly 
successful, unless it is the result of conference and agreement. 
I do not mean to say that policies decided on will not have 
to be binding on reluctant individuals, I mean only that he 
plan made should reduce as far as possible the coercive 
element. Yet “voluntary planning national in scope is not 
enough, nor “supervision of voluntary trade associations by 
a government commission,” remedies being proposed to us 
I do not believe our thinking can any longer stay_ within t 
limits of large-scale voluntary collaboration (although 
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rfopinion Kwiay <h». .ho supply 
labour, and allocation of capital as well as method l 
financing, should be controlled; the problem is thelo™ 1 
organization by which that shall be done ™ ° f 

Those who are giving their time and drought to national 
planning are performing one of the most needed services 
the world at the present moment, but I think that in their 
preoccupation with what needs to be done, they are no 
always giving enough attention to how it shall be done Yr 
these thinkers occupy the foremost place in our esteem to- 
day, for they are devoting themselves to that most difficult 
task, the task of building. I cannot do better than to end 
with some words written by Wells long ago, in the first 
chapter of The New Machiavelli. “It is,” he says, “the old 
appeal indeed for the unification of human effort and the 
ending of confusion. ... The last written dedication of all 
those I burnt last night was to no .single man, but to the 
socially constructive passion—in any man.” 

National planning must surely appeal to the socially 
constructive passion in any man—in every man ' 

We have talked of our rights. We have guarded our 
freedom. Our highest virtues have been service and sacrifice 

^ WC pi^u n0 ^. th l nking 0f these virtues s °mewhat 
differently! 1 The spirit of a new age is fast gripping every one 

of us The appeal which life makes to us to-day is to the 
socially constructive passion in every man. This is something 
to which the whole of me can respond. This is a great 
affirmative. Sacrifice sometimes seems too negative, dwells 
on what I give up. Service sometimes seems to emphasize the 
pet of service rather than the value of the service. Yet service 
and sacrifice are noble ideals. We cannot do without them. 
Let them, however, be the handmaids of the great purpose 
of our life, namely, our contribution to that new world we 
wsh to see rise out of our present chaos, that age which shall 
bnng us individual freedom through collective control. 
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For the Department of Business Administration at the London School of 
Economics (University of London), January, 1933: 

A Scries of Lectures under the general title “Problems of Organ¬ 
ization and Co-ordination in Business”: 

“The Basis of Order Giving.” 

“The Basis of Authority.” 

“Business Leadership.” 

‘ ‘ Co-ordination. ’ * 

“Basic Principles of Organization.” 

These lectures have not been published, with the exception of 
the fifth, which appeared under the title “The Process of 
Control” in Papers on the Science of Administration, edited by 
L. Gulick and L. Urwick, published by the Institute of 
Public Administration, New York, 1937. 

IV. Other Papers 

“The Opportunities for Leadership for the Nurse in Industry,” 
given to the Twelfth Annual Conference of the American 
Association of Industrial Nurses, May, 1928, and published 
in the Proceedings. 

“The Psychiatrist in Industry.” 

(Date and place of exposition unknown; probably about 1928.) 

“The Teacher-Student Relation.” 

(Date and place of exposition unknown; probably about 1928, 
and preceded by a Paper on “Leadership.”) 
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NOTES ON THE ENGLISH PAPERS 


w . F gaVC P u PCrS m En * Iand on occasions 
Broad! / speaking, m substance as well as in illustration the 

English papers differ but little from those given in Amerira 

There are certain adaptations and modifications to meet th, 

specific occasions of the English conferences, and in some in- 

stances additional illustrations drawn from Mary Follett’s own 

current etpenences in England and with English problems are 

included. In the mam, however, the subject matter of the English 

papers can be paralleled with that of the American, as follows: 

i. “The Basis of Control in Business Management.” 

Paper given to the National Institute of Industrial Psychology 
London September, 1936; published in the Instituted 
Journal, January, 19a 7. 

Equivalent to the Paper on “The Giving of Orders” (No. II) 
with additional sections on the value of the psychological 
approach to the problems of business management, and 
the need for organized co-operation between psychological 
institutes and business executives who are willing to try 
experiments. 7 


9 . “Some Methods of Executive Efficiency—in the Use of 
Conflict, in the Giving of Orders, in Salesmanship, in Co¬ 
ordinating Departments." 

Paper given to the Rowntree Lecture Conference, Oxford, 
October, iga6; reproduced in the Conference Proceedings. 

Equivalent to the Paper on “Constructive Conflict” (No. I), 
with some items from “The Giving of Orders” (No. II)! 
This Paper contains the first of the two quotations rnaHp 
earlier (p. 17) giving Mary Follett’s own version of how 
her interest in business organization came to be roused. 

3. The Illusion of Final Responsibility.” 

Paper given to the Rowntree Lecture Conference, Oxford, 
October, 1926; published in the Conference Proceedings. 

A close reproduction of “The Meaning of Responsibility in 
Business Management” (No. VII). 
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4. “Leadership.” 

Paper given to the Rowntree Lecture Conference, Oxford, 
September, iga8; published in the Conference Proceedings. 

Mainly built up from “Some Discrepancies in Leadership 
Theory and Practice” (No. XIII), with an additional 
concluding section dealing with the League of Nations as 
“a striking example of the emergence of a leadership of 
function, indicating the significant fact that the same 
trends are being found in widely different fields.” 

5. “The Problem of Organization and Co-ordination inBusiness.” 

A series of five Papers given to the Department of Business 

Administration at the London School of Economics 
(University of London), January-February, 1933: these 
have never been published, with the exception of the 
fifth, which appeared under the title “The Process of 
Control” in Papers on the Science of Administration, edited by 
L. Gulick and L. Urwick, published by the Institute of 
Public Administration, New York, 1937. 

The details of the five Papers are as follows: 

a. “The Basis of Order Giving.” 

Virtually reproducing the American Paper of similar name 
(No. II). This Paper contains the second quotation made 
earlier (p. 18), giving Mary Follett’s own version of how 
her interest in business organization came to be roused. 

b. “The Basis of Authority.” 

Built up on the American Paper on “The Meaning of Respon¬ 
sibility in Business Management" (No. VII), but with a 
somewhat different presentation. 

c. “Business Leadership.” 

Built up on the American Papers on “Some Discrepancies in 
Leadership Theory and Practice” and “Leader and 
Expert” (Nos. XIII and XII in this volume), but with 
a somewhat different presentation. 

d. “Co-ordination.” 

This Paper does not parallel any of the American Papers, 
though it is built up in the main from the thought of 
“Constructive Conflict" and “Business as an Integrative 
Unity (Nos. I and III in this volume), with certain items 
from “The Psychology of Control” and “The Psychology 
of Consent and Participation” (Nos. IX and X in this 
volume). 
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e. “Basic Principles of Organization.” 

The summarizing Paper of the series; it parallels the American 
paper, “Individualism in a Planned Society” (No. XIV 
in this volume), in developing the four fundamental 
principles of organization. The English exposition, though 
in major substance the same, differs somewhat from that 
of the American Paper, since the latter was given in a 
Conference on Economic and Social Planning, and 
consequently was more specifically concerned with organ¬ 
ization interpreted within the framework of planning. 
The English Paper was the last of a series specifically on 
organization, and, although the application of the 
principles of organization within a framework of national 
planning was discussed, that aspect was not a major 
theme. 


N.B .—These five Papers, given at the London School of 
Economics, though, as has been shown, based on lines of thought 
expressed in the earlier American papers and often repeating 
sections of them verbatim, in general have a rather different 
presentation. They were, of course, specially written for the 
occasion, and cover in one series of talks lines of thought that 
were, on the earlier occasions, developed over two or three 
years. Being concerned with one generic subject, “The Process 
of Control,” they formed a more homogeneous unit, and thus 
have a closer continuity and a more concise mode of presenta¬ 
tion, while not departing from or modifying in any way the 
fundamental principles already propounded. 
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